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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DEC SI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Kauf fman & M nt eer

Jobst own, Burlington County, New Jersey

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renmedial action for the Kauffman & M nteer Site, which was
chosen in accordance with the requirenents of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act, as anended, and to the extent practicable, the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution

Contingency Plan. This decision docunent explains the factual and | egal basis for selecting the renedy.

The New Jersey Departnent of Environnmental Protection (NJDEP) concurs with the selected renedy. This decision
docunent is based on the administrative record file for this Site

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Kauffnman & Mnteer Site, if not addressed by
i mpl enenting the response Action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an inmnent and substanti al
threat to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The sel ected remedy represents the first and only planned operable unit for the Kauffman & M nteer Site. It
addresses contami nated | agoon sedinents at the Site and the shallow groundwater. The major conponents of the
sel ected renedy include the follow ng

1 Excavation, off-site treatment as necessary, and off-site disposal of approximtely 1000 cubi c yards
of sedi nents;

Long-termnonitoring of the contam nated shal | ow ground-water underlying the Site. It is anticipated
that the groundwater nonitoring will be conducted annually for at |east five years. The frequency and
need to continue nmonitoring will be reevaluated after this five year period; and

Institutional controls to limt groundwater use in the Navesink Formation. (NJDEP will establish a
Classification Exception Area which will restrict the use of the Navesink groundwater in the vicinity
of the Site.)

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. The remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery)
technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable. However, treatment of the principal threats at the Site was
not found to be practicable, since the small volunme of ' sedinments could not be treated in a cost-effective
manner. Therefore, this renedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent
as their principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on the Site above health-based |l evels, a
review will be conducted within five years after comencenent of the renedial action to ensure that it
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent.
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SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Kauffman & Mnteer (K& Site is located on the eastern corner of the intersection of Mnnouth Road
(Route 537) and Jobstown-Juliustown Road in Jobstown, Springfield Township, Burlington County, New Jersey.
Geographically, the Site is located at |atitude 40° 021 10.811 N and | ongitude 74° 41' 37.5" W (USGS, 1957).
Figure 1 shows the general |ocation of the Site.

The K&M property occupies approxinmately 5.5 acres in a sparsely popul ated, predominantly rural area that
primarily supports agriculture, horse farmng, and rel ated busi nesses. The K&M property is bordered on the
north by residences and Route 537, on the northeast and east by a marsh area, on the south by an overgrown
and wooded area traversed by Barker's Brook, and on the west by Jobstown-Juliustown Road. Boundaries of the
K&M property and adj oi ning properties are shown on Figure 2.

A smal|l marsh inmedi ately adjacent to the eastern property boundary gives rise to an intermttent stream
This stream fl ows south-southeast into a branch of Barker's Brook which is | ocated approxi mately 575 feet
south of the K&M property.

Features of concern on the K&M property include a snall (approxinmately 0.7 acre), irregularly shaped, unlined
| agoon. The | agoon is approximately three to 10 feet deep and is surrounded by a | ow earthen berm The

I agoon, which formerly received wash water fromthe tank truck interiors, has been drained by the

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (EPA) and is currently inactive. Since being drained in the sunmer of 1991,
the | agoon has been partially refilled due to precipitation. Also on the Site are ten under-ground storage
tanks and a wash water collection pit that was filled by the site owner.

The Site area is not served by either sanitary or stormsewer systens. The K&M facility, like the surrounding
resi dences and busi nesses, has a septic systemto handle sanitary wastes. Stormwater runoff in the Site area
flows to Barker's Brook via drainage ditches and overland flow. A drainage ditch along the southwestern
boundary of the K&M property, adjacent to Jobstown-Juliustown Road, carries runoff fromthe facility
operations |l ot and parking areas to Barker's Brook.

In the area around the Site, individual domestic wells are the prinmary source of drinking water. Wthin three
mles of the Site, primarily in the Juliustown area, approximately 560 people use water fromprivate wells
that tap the Wenonah-M. Laurel Aquifer. The nearest well drawing water fromthis aquifer is |ocated
upgradient of the Site on the north side of the intersection of Routes 670 and 537, approxinmately 500 feet
fromthe K&M | agoon.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

Kauffrman & M nteer, Inc. operated an industrial transportation facility. The conpany provided transport
services in conpany-owned tankers, carrying bul k luquids consiting primarily of organic substances including
pl asticizers, resins, vegetable oils, soaps, petroleumoils, and al cohols. From 1960 through at |east 1981,
wast ewat er generated fromthe washing of tanker interiors was discharged to the on-site | agoon.

The | agoon had no overfl ow diversion structure to protect the systemfromoverflow during rainfall events. A
spray aeration system consisting of seven sprinklers |ocated along the western side of the |agoon, was
formerly used to evaporate wastewater by spraying it over the lagoon. Spray fromthis systemwas observed to
be carried by the wind onto surroundi ng properties.

On June 2, 1978, and Administrative Order was issued to K& by the New Jersey Departnent of Environnental
Protection (NJDEP). The order required all existing |lagoon water and process waters to be transported to an
accept abl e waste processing center, or alternatively, the waters were to be treated and di scharged on site
pursuant to the state treatnment works approval requirenents. In the spring of 1981, K& reproted that the
di scharge of wastewater to the | agoon had stopped and that wastewater was being stored on the facility
property in tank trailers.

K&M was issued a National Pollution discharge Elimnation System (NPDES) Discharge Permit (No. NJ0032310)
effective October 31, 1980 to Cctober 31, 1985 by NIDEP to di scharge surface runoff fromthe K&Mfacility to



Bar ker's Brook in accordance with effluent linmtations. The pernit conditions required K& to submt a
di scharge nonitoring report every twelve nonths.

On April 13, 1981, NIDEP preformed an inspection of the K&Mfacility and noted that the unlined, unpermtted
| agoon surface was contaninated with oil, and the general area contained rusted druns and debris. The | agoon
earthen bermwas discolored by | agoon | eachate. At the tank trailer wash-out area, potentially contaninated
process water was being discharged into an unlined collection pit. Near the western boundary of the
facility, a drainage ditch contained a straw filter bermthat was used to renove oil and grease from parking
lot runoff. A so, druns at the rear of the Site were | eaking onto unprotected soils.

In April 1982, K&M began shi ppi ng wastewater off site to the DuPont Deepwater facility for disposal. The K&M
wast ewat er shi pments were nani fested as waste water, nonhazardous, Department of Transportation (DOT) hazard
cl ass NA9189, EPA waste type X724. Water sanples collected fromthe | agoon by the NJDEP Bureau of Wste
Managenment showed concentrations of |ead and cadm um above New Jersey hazardous waste criteria, qualifying
the | agoon as a hazardous, waste facility. After the sanples fromthe | agoon were identified as hazardous,
the K& NPDES permt was voided and all |agoon surface water was ordered to be renoved and disposed in
accordance with the waste regul ati ons of NJDEP.

On April 21, a joint inspection of the Site was conducted by NJDEP Division of Water Resources and the
Burlington County Health Departnent. During the inspection, M. Kauffman, the president of K& Inc.,
indicated that the unlined collection pit next to the garage held tank trailer wash water until the wash
water was transferred to a storage tank trailer for highway transport. |In addition, M. Kauffnman expl ai ned
the use of two 1,000-gallon underground storage tanks; one was used to store waste crankcase oil and oil
skimed formthe surface of the wash water collection pit, and the other was used to collect heels of
shipnents of a Monsanto plasticizer. The collected plasticizers were then shipped back to Monsanto for
processing. Beginning in 1983, K&M wastewater was | oaded into tank trailers and transported for
treatnent/di sposal at the M. Holly Sewer Authority. The wash water collection pit was filled by M.
Kauf f man someti me between June 1989 and April 1990.

On June 1, 1984, the berm surrounding the | agoon broke and a portion of the | agoon contents was rel eased to

t he adj acent marsh and downstream areas. The |evel of the | agoon dropped 18 i nches before the berm coul d be
repaired. |In 1985, EPA conducted a Site investigation, which was used to evaluate the Site's eligibility for
the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL). The Site was subsequently placed on the NPL on March 30, 1989.

In June 1989, EPA conducted an inspection at the Site and noted conditions simlar to previous inspections,
including stained soils adjacent to the |agoon, in the parking area, and in the drainage ditch area.

In April 1991, EPA performed a site inspection and noted that the Site was still active and tanker trailers
continued to be washed down at the facility. Wastewater fromthe tanker washi ng operations was being
collected in an unlined sunp and continued to be transferred to tankers for transport to the M. Holly Sewer
Authority for treatnent and di sposal.

A renoval action was conducted by EPA fromthe summer through the fall of 1991. This action included the
di sposal of the liquid in the |agoon and the installation of a fence around the |agoon. Since that tine, the
Il agoon has refilled due to precipitation. K&M ceased operations at the facility in 1992.

In the sunmer of 1995, a release of liquid contamnated with plasticizers froman on-site tank trailer
pronpted a second renoval action. This subsequent renoval action consisted of the collection and di sposal of
the contam nated material found in four on-site tank trailers and deteriorating druns that were left on the
Site as a result of K&M's closure. The enpty tank trailers were then denolished and di sposed of. Shortly
before EPA initiated this renoval action, an assessment of the contents of ten underground storage tanks
(USTs) by NIDEP resulted in the identifiction of two USTs contai ning hazardous substances, including

phthal ates. The other USTs were found to contain fuel oils only. Consequently, EPA renoved the contents of
these 2 USTs as part of the renoval action.

Since the other 8 USTs contained fuel oil products only, EPA was precluded fromtaking action under Section
101 of CERCLA. However NIDEP plans to investigate these tanks to determne if any further renedial neasures



are warrented.
H GHLI GHTS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The Remedi al Investigation report, Feasibility Study report, and the Proposed Plan for the Site were rel eased
to the public for comment on July 9, 1996. These documents were made available to the public in the

adm nistrative record file at the EPA Docket Roomin Region I, 290 Broadway, New York, New York, and the
information repository at the Springfield Township Minicipal Hall, Jacksonville-Jobstown Road, Jobstown, New
Jersey. The notice of availability for the above-referenced docunents was published in the Burlington Tinmes
on July 9, 1996. The public coment period on these docunents was held formJuly 9, 1996 to August 7, 1996.

On July 23, 1996, EPA conducted a public neeting at the Springfield Township Municipal Hall to informlocal
officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to discuss the findings of the R, FS, and
proposed renedial activities at the Site, and to respond to any questions from area residents and ot her

at t endees.

Responses to the comments received at the public neeting, and in witing during the public coment period,
are included in the Responsiveness Summary section of this Record of Deci sion.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

EPA wil| address all remaining risks at the Site in one response action or operable unit. This Record of
Deci si on (ROD) addresses contam nated | agoon sedi ments and shal | ow groundwater at the Site. In addition,
NJDEP plans to take further action to address the 8 USTs containing fuel oil products.

The prinmary goal of this renedial action is to reduce the risks to hunman health and the environnment caused by
the potential exposure to contaninated | agoon sedinents. In addition, and area stai ned black fromthe
overflow of the |agoon requires restoration because of the contam nant-stressed vegetation. Finally, this
remedy includes actions to prevent exposure to contani nated groundwater at the Site.

SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

A Renedi al Investigation (RI) was preforned from 1991 to 1992 to determine the type and concentrations of
contaminants in various nedia at and around the Site. The study was conducted for EPA by TAMs Consul tants,
Inc. The R included sanpling of site soils, sediment, surface water and ground water to delineate the
nature and extent of contamination as a result of K& activities at the Site. The results of the R are
summari zed bel ow

Site Hydrol ogy and Geol ogy

The land surface in the general area of the Site slopes gently toward the west fromnore el evated areas
northeast, east, and southeast of the Site. Barker's Brook, a major streamin Springfield Township,
originates in the el evated areas east of the Site and flows west through nuch of Springfield Township.
Topography in the imediate vicinity of the Site slopes generally south toward Barker's Brook and the
drai nage ditch that runs al ong Jobst own-Jul i ust own Road.

Two wetland areas were identified and mapped as part of the ecol ogical investigation. One wetland (marsh
area) is located northeast of the K&M property and extends fromthe | agoon northeast toward Saylor's Pond
Road. The width of this wetland (northwest-southeast direction) ranges fromabout 250 to 300 feet, which is
approxi mately the sane as the length of the lagoon. This wetland occupi es approxinmately 2.3 acres and is at
a lower elevation than the surroundi ng topography. Drainage fromthe narsh area wetland is via an
intermttent streamthat flows southeast towards Barker's Brook. The channel of this intermttent stream
fans out near its junction with Barker's Brook. A second wetland, approximately 2.5 acres in size, is

| ocat ed southeast of the K&M property and adjacent to Barker's Brook. It is connected to the marsh area
wetland via the intermttent streamand extends fromthe drai nage ditch al ong Jobst own-Jul i ustown Road in the
southwest to the internittent streamin the northeast.



There are four aquifers in the vicinity of the K&M Site. In order of decreasing depth, the aquifers are the
Raritan- Magot hy, the Englishtown, the Wnonah-M. Laurel, and the Navesink Marl Fornmation. These aquifers
dip to the southeast and strike northeast-southwest. The Site rests on the Navesink Formation, a

gl auconitic, sandy clay |ayer, approximately 10 to 25 feet thick in the Site vicinity. The Navesink is th
upper nost wat er-bearing unit found at the Site. However, due to its low and inconsistent yeilds to wells and
poor water quality, it is normally not used for domestic well developnent. Below the Site and directly bel ow
the Navesink Formation is the Wnonah-M. Laurel Aquifer, which is approxi mately 60 feet thick. This

aqui fer is used for drinking water in the vicinity of the Site

Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation

Vol atil e organi c compounds (VOCs) and seni-volatile organi c conpounds (SVOCs) were the primary contam nants
detected at the Site. The R identified contamnants primarily in the | agoon sedinents and in the shall ow
groundwat er; the | agoon sediments being the source of contam nation in the shallow aquifer.

Sedi nent sanples were collected fromsix |locations on the surface of the dewatered | agoon bed, including one
boring through the | agoon bed for collection of subsurface sanples, as shown in Figure 3. The predom nant
sedi ment contanm nants and maxi mum concentrations detected, in parts per nillion (ppm, are:

t etrachl oroet hyl ene (230), trichloroethylene (3,100), 1,1,1 trichloroethane (1,600), 1,2-dichloroethylene
(1,100), 1,1-butyl benzyl phthal ate (31, 000), di-n-octylphthalate (4,400). Based on the subsurface sanpling,
simlar contam nants were detected but concentrations generally decreased with depth. Butyl benzyl pht hal ate
and di-n-octyl phthal ate were detected in the marsh soils adjacent to the | agoon, although at |ower
concentrations (maxi mum of 430 ppmand 480 ppm respectively). Tables 1 and 2 contain a summary of the

chem cal data for the | agoon sedi ment and adj acent marsh soil

As part of the R, nine groundwater nmonitoring wells were installed at the Site, including six shallow
nonitoring wells and three deep wells. These wells augnented three existing nonitoring wells (installed by
NJDEP in 1981) at the Site. Al twelve nonitoring wells are shown in Figure 4. The predoni nant Navesi nk
Formati on (shallow) groundwater contaninants and the maxi num concentrations detected, as conpared to their
respective Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) denoted in parentheses, or as
not available (NA), in parts per billion (ppb), are: VOCs — tetrachl oroethyl ene: 4/(5), trichloroethyl ene

16/ (5), 1, 2-dichloroethylene: 94 / (10), 1,1-dichloroethane: 4/(NA), benzene: 1/(5), isophorone: 570/ (NA),
and vinyl chloride: 17/(2); lInorganics -- beryllium3/(4), chromum 22.7/(100), and vanadi um 56. 1/ (NA)

The only potential contam nant of concern found in the Wenonah-M. Laurel (mddle) Aquifer was chromumat a
nmaxi mum concentration of 20.4 ppb (MCL is 100 ppb). Table 3 contains a summary of the groundwater data
Those conpounds in the groundwater that exceed Federal and/or State drinking water standards are contained
within the property boundaries. The estimated di nensions of the contami nated groundwater plume are: 200 feet
wi de by 200 feet long by 10 feet deep. Based on the available data, the plune is limted to the Site

Sanpling of residential drinking water wells was al so conducted by EPA in 1990 and 1993. (NJDEP al so sanpl ed
residential wells in the vicinity of the Site in 1988). There were no exceedances of any prinmary Federal or
State drinking water standards during any of the sanpling events.

Based on the on-site nmonitoring well data, which indicated that no contam nants found in the shall ow aquifer
were found in the underlying Wnonah-M. Laurel aquifer, coupled with the residential well sanpling, it
appears unlikely that the Wenonah M. Laurel is, or will be, inpacted by contami nation in the Navesink

unl ess new wells are installed at or near the Site.

A total of thirty surface soil sanples and seventeen subsurface soil sanples were collected at |ocations

t hroughout the Site, including the underground storage tank areas, the fornmer washwater collection pit area
and ot her unpaved soils. Soil sanpling |ocations are shown on Figures 3 and 5. Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7
sumari ze the surface and subsurface soil sanple results. Contaminants detected in site soils include

but yl benzyl pht hal at e and di - n-octyl pht hal ate at maxi mrum concentrations of 38 ppmand 65 ppm respectively.
The maxi mum concentrations were found in the soil in the area of the former wash water collection pit; |ower
level s were found in the other unpaved areas of the Site. No significant contam nation was found in the
soi |l s around the underground storage tanks.



Seven surface water sanples were collected fromthe sanpling locations identified in Figure 4. Three sanples
were collected in the drainage ditch along the western site boundary, one sanple was collected fromthe
intermttent streamthat runs fromthe nmarsh to Barker's brook, and three sanples were collected from
Barker's Brook. Table 8 summarizes the surface water sanple results. No significant contam nation was
detected. Contami nants detected include butyl benzyl phthal ate at a maxi num concentration of 2 ppb and

di -n-octyl phthal ate at a maxi mum concentrati on of 140 ppb which did not exceed Federal or State surface water
quality criteria.

Sedi nent sanples were al so collected fromthe drainage ditch and Barkers Brook, as shown on Figure 4.

Results are summarized in Table 9. In general, no significant sedi nent contam nati on was detected in Barkers
Brook. Contami nants detected include phthalates ranging form 63 to 960 ppb, including diethyl phthal ate

di - n-but yl pht hal ate and di-n-octyl phthalate. In the drainage ditch, butyl benzyl phthal ate and

di -n-octyl phthal ate were detected at maxi mum concentrations of 2,300 and 1,900 ppm respectively.

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

EPA conducted a baseline risk assessnent to evaluate the potential risks to hunman health and the environnent
associated with the K&M Site in its current state. The follow ng summarizes the results of the Risk
Assessment .

The Ri sk Assessment focused on contaminants in the sedi ment, ground-water, surface water, and soils which are
likely to pose significant risks to human health and the environnent. The summary of the contam nants of
concern (COC) in sanpled nedia is listed in Tables 10 through 16. Tables 17 through 23 provide a statistical
summary of the data for all nedia, including the frequency of detection, nean concentration, and the 95
percent Upper Confidence Limt (UCL).

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e maxi mum
exposure scenario: Exposure Assessnet--estinmates the nagnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures,
the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-water) by
whi ch humans are potentially exposed. Hazard lIdentification--contanminants of concern at the Site are
identified based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Toxicity
Assessnent--determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between nmagni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse outputs of the exposure and
toxicity assessnments to provide a quantitiative (e.g., one-in-one-mllion excess cancer risk) assessnent of
site-related risks. The reasonabl e maxi num exposure was eval uat ed.

The data collected during the Rl were grouped by media correspondi ng to respective exposure pat hways

eval uated. The key nedia are: surface soils (0-2 feet), subsurface soils (greater than 2 feet), |agoon
sedi nents, drainage ditch and intermttent stream sedi ments, drainage ditch and intermttent stream surface
wat ers, marsh sedinents, Barkers Brook sedi nents, Barkers Brook surface water, Navesi nk Marl groundwater
(shal | ow groundwat er wells), and Wnonah-M. Laurel groundwater (deep groundwater wells).

EPA' s baseline risk assessnent identified several potential exposure pathways by which the public may be
exposed to contaminants at the Site under current and future | and-use conditions. Under present use
conditions, trespassers and site workers were evaluated for exposure to site soils and | agoon sedi nments.
Specifically, trespassers were evaluated for an ingestion pathway, and workers were evaluated for both
inhal ation and ingestion routes. In addition, trespassers were eval uated for ingestion of sedinents in the
marsh, drainage ditch and intermttent stream

Exposure to groundwater under the present use scenario were eval uated for nearby residents, trespassers, and
site workers (under a conbined current/future use scenario). Trespassers and residents were eval uated for

i nhal ati on of the Navesink groundwater, and all three groups were evaluated for ingestion of the Navesink and
the Wenonah-M . Laurel groundwater.

Resi dential properties surround the Site, as the zoning in the imediate area of the Site is "Nei ghborhood



Commercial ." K& is a non-conformng business, in that it was established prior to the zoning restrictions
Now that facility operations have been discontinued, any future activities on the prem ses nust conformto
the zoning code. Due to the present zoning restrictions, there is a distinct likelihood that the Site would
be used in the future for residential devel opnent. Therefore, the future use risk scenario assunes residents
woul d be living on the Site and construction workers would be present on the Site as a result. Residents
were eval uated for exposure to groundwater via ingestion and inhal ation of the Navesi nk groundwater, and via
ingestion of the Wenonah-M. Laurel drinking water aquifer. Construction workers were evaluated for

i ngestion of both the Navesink and the Wenonah-M. Laurel groundwater. Simlarly, both groups were

eval uated under the future use scenario for ingestion and inhal ation of |agoon sedinents and site soils.

In taking the nost conservative approach, exposure via ingestion of water fromthe shal | ow groundwat er
(Navesi nk) was eval uated; however, a well search perfornmed by EPAwithin a five nile radius of the Site
reveal ed that no drinking water wells were installed in the Navesink. Unlike the Wnonah-M. Laurel (mddle
aquifer), the relatively |ow permeability, and naturally occurring high | evels of iron and nanganese,
significantly limt the use of the Navesink Marl Formation as a drinking water source. Additionally,
sanpling of nearby residential wells did not detect any contam nants above heal t h-based | evels. Al though the
Navesi nk Formati on could be a potential source of public water supply for househol d purposes, there are no
wells registered with the NJDEP that draw fromthe Navesink Formation. The higher transnissivity, greater
hydraul i ¢ conductivity, and better water quality of the Wnonah-M. Laurel Aquifer nake drilling to a greater
depth cost effective. A site inspection did reveal two shallow residential wells, one upgradi ent and one
sidegradient to the Site; however, the wells are not used for drinking or bathing purposes.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and noncarci nogenic effects due
to exposure to site chemcals are considered separately. It was assuned that the toxic effects of the
site-related chemcals woul d be additive. Thus, carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic risks associated with
exposures to individual conpounds of concern were summed to indicate the potential risks associated with

m xtures of potential carcinogens and noncarci nogens, respectively.

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ risks were assessed using a hazard index (H') approach, based on a conparison of expected
contani nant intakes and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses (RFDs) have been devel oped
by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of
mlligrams per Kkilogram per day (ng/kg-day), are estinates of daily exposure |levels for humans which are
thought to be safe over a lifetine (including sensitive individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals from
environnental nedia (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested fromcontani nated drinking water) are conpared
to the RFD to derive the hazard quotient for the contamnant in the particular nedium The H is obtained by
addi ng the hazard quotients for all conpounds within a particular mediumthat inmpact a particul ar receptor
popul ati on.

An H greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a
result of site-related exposures. The H provides a use ful reference point for guagi ng the potentia
significance of multiple contam nant exposures within a single mediumor across nedia. The toxicity val ues,
including reference doses, for the conpounds of concern at the Site are presented in Tables 24 and 25. A
sumary of the noncarcinogenic risks associated with these chem cals for each exposure pathway is contained
in Tables 26 through 29

As can be seen from Tables 26 through 29, in the future use scenario, ingestion of |agoon sedinents by a
child results in an estinmated H of 7.0, and inhalation of |agoon sediments results in Hs of 2.0 for an
adult resident and 9.4 for a child. The present and future scenario of inhalation of |agoon sedinments by a
site worker resulted in an H of 1.3. The renmaining exposure pathways showed non-carci nogenic risks of |ess
than 1.0. The noncarcinogenic risk was attributable to butyl benzyl pht hal ate and di - n-octyl pht hal at e.

Potential carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer slope factors devel oped by EPA for the

contami nants of concern. Cancer slope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA s Carci nogenic R sk
Assessnent Verification endeavor for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to
potentially carcinogenic chemcals. Sfs, which are expressed in units of (my/kg-day) -1, are multiplied by
the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the
excess lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound at that intake |evel. The term "upper



bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe SF. Use of this approach nakes
the underestination of the risk highly unlikely. The SFs for the conpounds of concern are presented in Table
25. A summary of the carcinogenic risks associated with these chemcals for each exposure pathway is
contained in Tables 26 through 29

For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upper-bound individual lifetime cancer risks of
between 10-4 to 10-6 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has not greater than
approximately a one in ten thousand to one in a mllion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of
site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure conditions at a Site

As can be seen from Table 26 through 29, in the current use scenario, residents are estimated to have an
excess cancer risk of 3.2 x 10-4, and site workers a risk of 1.9 x 10-4 fromingestion of the shall ow
groundwater, due primarily to vinyl chloride. These risk nunbers can be interpreted to nmean that 3.2 out of
10, 000 people, or 1.9 out of 10,000 for site workers, would be at an excess risk of devel opi ng cancers due to
regul ar exposure to shall ow groundwater during their lifetime. These risks are near the upper bounds of
EPA' s acceptable risk range. However, as stated above, the baseline risk assessnent conservatively anal yzed
exposure to shall ow groundwat er, although the Navesink Marl Formation is not used as a drinking water source.
Al other pathways are within the guidelines for acceptable exposure to carcinogens.

Subsequent to the conpletion of the R, it was found that provisional slope factors and Reference Doses for
trichl oroethyl ene and tetrachl oroet hyl ene were not considered in the analysis. The R states that these
chem cal s could not be evaluated quantitatively because of the absence of slope factor. However, provisional
sl ope factors are now avail able. Consequently, calculations of the risks fromthese chenical s have been
devel oped. Based on these cal cul ations, the cal cul ated carcinogenic risks for exposure to groundwater for
the current residents increased slightly from3.2 x 10-4 to 3.3 x 10-4 and the risks for site workers
increased from1.9 x 10-4 to 1.93 x 10-4. For the future risks, the non carcinogenic risks to resident
adults form | agoon sedinent ingestion increased from0.75 to 1.45 and the risks to children increased from
7.0 to 13.6. Calculations were devel oped for high end and central tendency inhal ati on exposures from | agoon
sedi ment volatiles and the risks were 5.5 x 10-3 and 1.1 x 10-3, respectively.

In summary, the scenarios which exceeded guidelines for acceptabl e human exposure were a future use scenario
of adult residents and their children living on the Site, ingesting or inhaling noncarcinogenic and

carci nogeni ¢ contam nants in the |agoon sedinents. In addition, the scenario of residents and site workers
currently drinking the Navesi nk groundwat er had associ ated carcinogenic risks at the upper bounds of EPA' s
acceptabl e risk range, although no exposure is occurring, or likely to occur, under this scenario.

Wiile there is currently not a conpl ete pathway for ingestion of the |agoon sedinent, this situation wll
likely change in the future. As nentioned above, the Site is zoned Nei ghborhood Commercial, which would
allow the property to be used for residences or |ight comrerce. Wether the Site is used for residential or
light comrerce, it is likely that the | agoon woul d be disturbed which could result in the sedi ments being
raised to the surface. Wth the sedinents being raised to the surface, there will be a conplete pathway for
i ngestion which woul d then pose an unacceptable risk. 1In addition to the sedi nent posing a potenti al
unaccept abl e ingestion risk, it also acts as a continuous source of contam nation to the upper aquifer

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

An environnental assessment was perforned to identify and estimate the actual and/or potential adverse

ecol ogi cal inpacts of contam nants rel eased by the K&M Site. A four-step process, very sinilar to that used
in human health assessment, was utilized. It consists of: Problem Formulation - a qualitative eval uation of
contam nant release, mgration, and fate; identification of contam nants of concern, receptors, exposure

pat hways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the contam nants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study.
Exposure Assessment - a quantitative evaluation of contaminant release, mgration and fate; characterization
of exposure pathways and receptors; and nmeasuremnment of estimation of exposure point concentrations.

Ecol ogi cal Effects Assessnent - literature reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, |inking contam nant
concentrations to effects on ecol ogical receptors. R sk Characterization - measurenent or estimation of both
current and future adverse effects. Unlike the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent, the sci ence of Environnmental
Assessnent has not evol ved to the point where standard risk cal cul ations can be made. Risk Characterization



is primarily the process of conparing the results of the Exposure Assessnent with the results of the Known
Ecol ogi cal Effects assessnent.

Potential risks to the environnental receptors associated with the K&M Site were identified in the ecol ogi ca
ri sk assessment. Based upon: 1) the baseline information gathered during the field investigation, 2) review
of available data and literature, and 3) a conparison of the |levels of site contanination to available
toxicity data, there appear to be no contamnant-rel ated inpacts on the i medi ate aquatic and terrestri al
ecosystens.

The study area of the K&M Site has four prinmary ecol ogi cal features or coommunity types: open field, riparian
woodl ands, marsh, and stream Appropriate media for each were analyzed - i.e., respectively, surficial soils
(0-2 feet), and composite soil sanples fromdepths greater than 2 feet, surface water and sedi ment from

Bar ker's Brook, and sediment and soil fromthe adjacent narsh along the eastern portion of the Site. The
ecol ogi cal risk assessment eval uated the contam nants of concern associated with each medi um community type,
and with the biota (plants and aninal s) of each. For the open field habitats, the soil-borne contam nants
list was conprised of phthalate, and di-n-octyl phthalate) and | ead. The contami nants in the nmarsh sedinents
were phthal ates, chromum and | ead. The Barker's Brook sedi nents reveal ed contam nants of concern -
pht hal ates and chrom um the surface water of the brook was elimnated as a medi um of environnental exposure
on the basis that no contam nation was detected above New Jersey Surface Water Quality Criteria (NJSWX).

The only contam nant-rel ated ecol ogi cal inpact observed was to some flora in the | agoon-fed marsh. This
stressed area was an isol ated section adjacent to the | agoon. Cbvious signs of phytotoxicity and adverse
impacts were yellow, w thered vegetation, and vegetation stained black formthe overflow of |agoon contents.
Recent site inspections indicate that the mpjority of the marsh area vegetation has recovered; only the

bl ack-stai ned area i nmedi ately adjacent to the lagoon still exhibits contam nant-related stress to the flora
ecosystem The flora in the remainder of the study area appeared healthy and exhi bited a species conposition
indicative of simlar habitats el sewhere. There were no obvi ous physical abnormalities observed in the fauna
of the study area either, including numerous frogs found in the stressed area of the marsh. The study area
contai ned birds, mamral s and herpet of auna speci es that were representative of each habitat type

Additionally, the assenbl age of organisns in Barker's Brook adjacent to, upstream and down-stream of the K&M
facility were typical for the habitat type. The potential inpacts of contani nant exposure on |ocal biota
were assessed based upon a review of available criteria and the relevant literature. The primary sources for
this information were: EPA Water Quality Oriteria and literature conpiled by the National Cceanographic and
At nospheric Administration (NOAA). Detailed infornmation on the potential ecological effects of the COCs is
contained in Section 7 of the RI. Detailed information on the ecol ogi cal assessnment is contained in Appendi x
G of the R.

Wth the exception of stressed flora i mediately adjacent to the | agoon, there appear to be no adverse
ecol ogical inpacts related to the Site. As discussed below, a renedial action for the | agoon sedi ments woul d
include restoration of the adjacent area of stressed vegetation

Consequently, actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe K& Site, if not addressed by
i mpl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision, nay present a current or potential to
public health, welfare or the environment.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessnents, are subject to
a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include

environnental chem stry sanpling and anal ysi s
envi ronnent al paraneter neasurenent

fate and transport nodeling
exposure parameter estimation

t oxi col ogi cal data

Uncertainty in environmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals in



the nedia sanpl ed. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.
Envi ronmental chem stry-analysis error can stemfrom several sources, including the errors inherent in the
anal ytical nethods and characteristics of the matrix being sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estimates of how often an individual would actually
come in contact with the chemcals of concern, the period of tine over which such exposure would occur, and
in the nodels used to estimate the concentrations of the chem cals of concern at the point of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromaninmals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chem cals.

Uni dentified contaminants and tentatively identified conpounds (TICs) detected at the Site serve as

addi tional sources of uncertainty. These uncertainties are addressed by maeki ng conservative asusnptions
concerning risk and exposure paraneters throughout the assessnent. As a result, the R sk Assessnent provides
upper - bound estinmates of the risks to populations near the Site, and is highly unlikely to underestinate
actual risks related to the Site.

More specific information concerning public health and environnental risks, including a quantitative
eval uation of the degree of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in Sections 6 and 7
of the R Report.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON CBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on available informati on and standards such as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
(ARARs), and risk-based | evels established in the risk assessment.

Based upon the results of the Ri sk Assessnment, the estinmated carcinogenic risks are within EPA guidlines (
10-4 to 10-6) for all pathways except for ingestion of Navesink groundwater and inhalation of |agoon

sedi ments. Exposure to noncarci nogens exceeds the guideline for acceptable exposure, (H <=1.0), due to
ingestion and inhal ati on of |agoon sedinments. Therefore, evaluation of remedial alternatives for the
Navesi nk groundwat er and | agoon sedinents is warranted.

Additionally, an area stained black fromthe overflow of the | agoon requires restorati on because of the
contam nant-stressed vegetation. In light of the fact that this area is immedi ately adjacent to the | agoon,
remedi al alternatives for this area will be evaluated along with the | agoon sedi ments.

There were al so sedinments in the drainage ditch with el evated levels of site-related contam nants.
Therefore, if additional sanpling shows sedi ments exceeding EPA's cleanup criteria for the contam nants of

concern, these sediments will be excavated and backfilled with compatible soils.

Soi | exposure pathways are all w thin EPA guidelines for acceptabl e exposure to carcinogens and
noncar ci nogens. Renedial alternatives for the site soils will therefore not be addressed.

In sunmary, the follow ng renedial action objectives were established:

1 Prevent exposure through ingestion and inhal ati on of contam nated | agoon and drai nage ditch sedinents;

Restore an area of contam nant-stressed vegetation i nmedi ately adjacent to the | agoon;

Prevent further degradati on of the groundwater by renoving the sedinents, which pose a continuing
source of contanination; and

Prevent exposure through ingestion of on-site contam nated groundwat er.

EPA has devel oped site-specific, risk-based renediation goals for the K& Site for the follow ng chemcal s
based on the protection of human health:



1, 2-Di chl oroet hene(total) 700 ppm

But yl benzyl pht hal at e 16, 000 ppm
Di - N-octyl pht hal ate 1, 600 ppm
Trichl oroet hene 5 ppm
Tetrachl or oet hene 11 ppm
Tol uene 650 ppm

The remedi ati on goals were based on the assunption that future |land use will be residential. The goals for

1, 2-Dichl oroet hene(total ), Butyl benzyl phthal ate, and D - N-octyl phthal ate were based on potential ingestion of
sedi nents by future residents, and woul d decrease potential noncarcinogenic risks to a Hazard Quotient of 1
for each chem cal. These goals would be applied to both surface and subsurface sedi nents based on the
possibility that subsurface sedinments may be brought to the surface during redevel opment of the Site.

The goal s for Trichl oroethene, Tetrachl oroethene and Tol uene were based on reconmendati ons in EPA' s soi
screeni ng | evel guidance issued in July 1996. The |evels were based on potential inhalation of volatiles from
the | agoon sedinents. For Trichl oroethene and Tetrachl oroet hene these goals woul d reduce carcinogenic risk to
the 10-6 level, and for Tol uene, reduces the noncarcinogenic risk to a Hazard Quotient of 1. These inhalation
goal s woul d be applied to surface sedi nents only.

NJDEP has devel oped soil cl eanup gui delines designed to protect groundwater resources and has requested that
the | agoon sediments be remedi ated consistent with its Proposed O eanup Standards for Contam nated Sites
(February 1992). It is likely that excavation of the |agoon sedinents will include renoval of some underlying
soils, and based on the | agoon characterization in the R, it is likely that residual contam nation will not
exceed NIJDEP guidelines. EPA will ensure that any residual soil contam nation does not inpair the designated
uses of the groundwater, which may include devel oping alternate soil cleanup goals.

In order to develop cost estinates for the remedial alternatives, it was estimated that the vol ume of
sedinents requiring renediation, including those adjacent to the lagoon and in the drainage ditch, is
approxi mately 1000 cubi c yards. This approach is believed to be conservative; actual sediment volune is
likely to be | ower.

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

The Conprehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act, as anended (CERCLA) , requires
that each selected site remedy be protective of hunman health and the environnent, be cost effective, conply
with other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions, alternative treatnent technol ogi es, and resource
recovery alternatives to the maxi numextent practicable. |In addition, the statute includes a preference for
the use of treatment as a principal elenent for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the

hazar dous subst ances.

The FS report evaluated, in detail, four renedial alternatives to address the contam nation associated with
the | agoon sedinents, and three renmedial alternatives to address the contam nation associated with on-site
gr oundwat er .

The estimated construction time reflects only the tine required to inplement the remedy and does not i nclude
the time required to design the remedy or procure contracts for design and construction

These alternatives are

LAGOON SEDI MENT ALTERNATI VES
Alternative LS-1: No Action

Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $0
Esti mated Annual O8&M Cost: $0

Estimated 5 Year Revi ew Cost: $36, 500
Esti mated Present Wrth: $102, 000



Esti mated Construction Tine: None

The Superfund programrequires the evaluation of a No Action alternative to serve as a baseline for
conparison with other remedial action alternatives. The No Action alternative for the |agoon sedinents woul d
allowthe Site to remain in its present condition. Because this alternative would result in contam nants
remaining on Site, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed at |east every five years. If justified by the
review, remedial actions may be inplemented to renove or treat the wastes. No other action is proposed under
this alternative.

Al ternative LS 2: Cap/ Cover

Estimated Capital Cost: $760, 000
Esti mated Annual O8SM $1, 000
Estimated 5 Year Review Cost: $7, 200
Esti mated Present Wrth: $796, 000

Estimated Construction Tine: three nonths

This alternative would require the dewatering of the lagoon, filling and regrading to meet the surrounding
t opography, and the installation of a cap or cover. Approximately 31,000 square feet of contam nated | agoon
sedi nent area woul d be capped. This alternative would require some formof deed restrictions to ensure the
integrity of the capped area. The three options considered for this alternative are:

Opti on 2a: Veget ati ve Cover
Option 2h: Asphal t/ Concrete Cap
Option 2c: RCRA Cap

An asphalt cap on the | agoon has been used for costing purposes; however, any of the capping alternatives
woul d be simlar in cost because of the small surface area involved. A conplete breakdown of costs for each
option can be found in Appendix B of the FS. A vegetative cover would be used on the area of

cont ami nant - stressed vegetation i medi ately adjacent to the |agoon. Because this alternative would result in
contanminants renaining on Site above heal th-based | evels, CERCLA requires that the Site be 'reviewed every
five years.

Alternative LS 3: Excavation/ O f-Site Treatnent of Hot Spots/ O f-Site D sposal

Estimated Capital Cost: $1, 294, 000
Esti mated Annual O8M $0
Estimated S Year Review Cost: $0
Esti mated Present Wrth: $1, 294, 000

Esti mated Construction Tine: four nonths

As with Alternative LS-2, this alternative would require dewatering of the |agoon. The | agoon sedinents and
berm soils, contamnated with COCs (approxi nately 1000 cubic yards) woul d be then excavated and di sposed of f
site. Sanpling during the R indicates the likelihood that hot spots of contanination, defined as areas
exceedi ng Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) limts for characteristic hazardous waste, exist
within the [ agoon sedi ments. RCRA hazardous wastes woul d require disposal at a RCRA Subtitle Clandfill. As
a conservative costing neasure, it was assuned that any | agoon sediments found to contain RCRA hazardous
wastes woul d be incinerated, with the remaining ash being disposed of in a RCRA. Subtitle Clandfill, and
those sediments found to be non-hazardous woul d be disposed off site in a RCRA Subtitle DIlandfill. For cost
purposes it was assuned that 85 percent of the sedinment vol ume woul d be non-hazardous. Al excavated areas
woul d be backfilled with suitable fill, regraded and reseeded. The area of contam nant-stressed vegetation

i mredi ately adj acent to the | agoon woul d be excavated, backfilled with conpatible soils and at a grade that
will preserve a wetland hydrogeol ogy and support wetland vegetation, and reseeded. |In addition, any sedinents
found in the drainage ditch that exceed the cleanup criteria for the contam nants of concern woul d be
excavat ed and di sposed of, and the area backfilled with conpatible soils.

Alternative LS 4: Excavation/Of-Site Incineration/ Of-Site D sposal



Estimated Capital Cost: $2, 454, 000

Esti mat ed Annual O8M $0
Estimated 5 Year Review Cost: $0
Esti mated Present Worth: $2, 454, 000

Esti mated Construction Tinme: three nonths

As with Alternative LS-2 and LS-3, a total of approxi mately 1000 cubic yards of organic contam nated | agoon
sedi nents woul d be excavated, packed in druns, and transported to a RCRA permtted incineration and di sposal
facility. The |l agoon sediments woul d be incinerated and appropriately disposed of off site. Incinerationis a
thermal process that destroys all forns of conbustible waste naterials. Al excavated areas would be filled
with clean soil and graded. As with the other alternatives, the area of contam nant-stressed vegetation

i medi ately adj acent to the | agoon woul d be excavated and backfilled with conpatible soils and at a grade
that will preserve a wetland hydrogeol ogy and support wetland vegetation. Any sedinments found in the drainage
ditch that exceed the cleanup criteria for the contam nants of concern will be excavated and di sposed of, and
the area backfilled with conpatible soils.

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER ALTERNATI VES

Alternative GN¥1: No Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $0

Esti mated Annual O8M $0
Estimated 5 Year Review Cost: $36, 500
Esti mated Present Wrth: $102, 000

Estimated Construction Tine: None

The Superfund Programrequires the evaluation of a No Action alternative to serve as a baseline for
conmparison with other renedial action alternatives. The No Action alternative for the shall ow groundwat er
would allowthe Site to remain in its present condition. Because this alternative would result in

contanmi nants renaining on site above health-based | evels, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed at |east
every five years. If justified by the review, remedial actions nay be inplenented to renove or treat the
wastes. No other action is proposed under this alternative.

Alternative GM2: Limted Action

Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $27, 300
Esti mated Annual O8M $29, 000
Estimated 5 Year Review Cost: $7, 200
Esti mated Present Wrth: $499, 000

Esti mated Construction Tinme: one nonth

The limted action alternative for the contam nated shall ow groundwater underlying the Site would include a
long-termnonitoring program and an institutional control program The nonitoring programwoul d include the
installation of an additional well, and the sanpling of all existing and new wells on a periodic basis. For
conservative cost purposes, groundwater nonitoring over a thirty-year period was eval uated. However, the need
for continued groundwater nonitoring would be reeval uated after five years. If, in the future, the nmonitoring
program detects an exposure to contami nation fromthe Site in excess of drinking water standards, additional
remedi al action would be considered. The institutional control programwould consist of NIDEP placing well
restrictions on the use of shallowwells in the immediate vicinity of the Site.

Alternative GN¥3: Collection and Treat nent

Estimated Capital Cost: $2, 804, 000
Esti mated Annual O8M $370, 000
Estimated 5 Year Review Cost: $36, SOO
Esti mated Present Wrth: $8, 415, 000

Esti mated Construction Time: two years



This alternative would provide for on-site collection and treatnent of contam nated groundwater. Collection
of groundwat er woul d be acconplished through the installation of trenches al ong the downgradi ent portion of
the property. Three cl eanup processes woul d be necessary to treat the Navesi nk Formati on groundwat er
pretreatment to reduce scaling or fouling, organic conpound renoval, and inorganics renoval. The treatnent
systemrequired for these procedures would consist of: 1) Chenical Precipitation and Settling, 2) W

Oxi dation, and 3) lon Exchange. G oundwater would need to be treated to neet both New Jersey Surface Water
Quality Criteria and Federal and State drinking water standards (MCLs) prior to surface water discharge

SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detailed evaluation of renedial alternatives, each alternative was assessed utilizing nine
evaluation criteria as set forth in the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan
(NCP) and O fice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) Directive 9355.3-01. These criteria were
devel oped to address the requirenments of Section 121 of CERCLA to ensure all inportant considerations are
factored into renmedy sel ecti on deci sions.

The following "threshold" criteria are the nost inportant, and nmust be satisfied by any alternative in order
to be eligible for selection

Threshold Criteria
1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses whether or not an alternative provides

adequat e protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced, or controlled
through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable and Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) addresses whether or not
an alternative will neet all of the ARARs of the Federal and State environnental statutes or provide a basis

for invoking a waiver

The followi ng "primary bal ancing” criteria are used to nmake conparisons and to-identify the major trade-offs
bet ween al ternatives:

Primary Balancing Oriteria

3. Long-term Effecti veness and Pernmanence refers to the magnitude of residual risk and the ability of an
alternative to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over tinme once renedia

obj ectives have been net.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume addresses the statutory preference for selecting renedia
actions that enploy treatnent technol ogies that permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or
vol ume of the hazardous substances as a principal elenent.

5. Short-term Effectiveness refers to the period of time that is needed to achieve protection, as well as
the alternative's potential to create adverse inpacts on hunan health and the environment that may result

during the construction and i npl enentation period

6. I npl ementability is the technical and admi nistrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
avail ability of materials and services needed to inplenent a particular alternative.

7. Cost includes estinmated capital and operation and mai ntenance costs, and the present worth costs

The followi ng 'nodifying" criteria are considered fully after the formal public comrent period on the
Proposed Plan is conplete

Modi fying Oriteria

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the Rl and FS reports and the Proposed Pl an,



the State supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations with the preferred alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
Proposed Plan and the Rl and FS reports - Responses to public coments are addressed in the Responsiveness
Summary of this Record of Decision.

A conparative anal ysis of these alternatives, based upon the evaluation criteria noted above, is presented
bel ow.

1 Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
Sedi nent Al ternatives

The No Action Alternative (LS-1) would not Iimt or prevent exposure to the contam nated | agoon sedinents. In
addition, there would still be the potential for continued degradati on of the underlying groundwater.
Therefore, this alternative would not provide adequate overall protection of human health and the
environnent. Alternative LS-2 would prevent exposure to the | agoon sedinents through the use of a cap or
cover. Wile capping woul d of fer adequate protection of human health, future threats to the environnent woul d
remai n since the contam nants would remain beneath the cap. Alternative LS-2 would offer better overall
protection of human health and the environnent than LS-1. The excavation and off-site treatnent,

alternatives, LS-3 and LS-4, would totally elimnate any potential future exposure by renoval of the

contanm nants. Alternatives LS 2, LS-3 and LS-4 woul d achi eve protectiveness at the conpletion of
construction.

G oundwater Al ternatives

Al though no current exposure to contanminated groundwater is occurring, future exposure is possible.
Alternative GM1 does not incorporate any remedial action. A five-year review would involve sanpling and
anal ysis of existing groundwater nonitoring wells. Therefore, Alternative GM1 would provide sonme linited
protection of human health. Alternative GN2 involves a groundwater rnonitoring program and incorporates well
restrictions. If, during the groundwater nonitoring, contam nated groundwater is found to be mgrating to a
drinking water source, or towards a surface water body, the need for renedial action would be reconsidered.
Alternative GM2, in conparison to G¥1, would nore effectively ensure the overall protection of human

heal th, because it includes regular groundwater nonitoring. Alternative GW¥3, through punping and treating
contam nated groundwater, would offer an increased | evel of overall protection of human health and the
environnent conpared to GM1 and GM2, because it would involve active renedial nmeasures to restore the
groundwat er to federal and state standards.

1 Conpl i ance wi th ARARS
Sedi nent Alternatives

There are no contam nant-specific ARARs for the | agoon sedinents. However, EPA did develop site-specific
cleanup goals. Alternative LS-1 would not achieve the health-based cl eanup goals for the | agoon sedi nents.
The cap in Alternative LS-2 would prevent exposure to | agoon sedinments, and therefore would satisfy the
remedi al action objective. The cap in Alternative LS-2(c) would neet the requirements for a RCRA hazardous
waste cap. Alternatives LS -3 and LS-4 woul d achi eve the renedi al action objectives by renoval of the
sedinents to neet the cleanup goals. Excavation activities conducted under Alternative LS-3 and LS-4 woul d be
conducted in accordance with OSHA requirements and federal and state air em ssion regul ati ons. These
alternatives would also conply with RCRA requirenents appropriate for off-site treatnment and di sposal of the
sedinents, as well as New Jersey hazardous waste regul ations. For Aternatives LS-2, LS 3 and LS4 the
restoration of stressed vegetation adjacent to the |agoon would conply with applicable wetlands regul ations,
i ncludi ng Executive O der 11990 of the O ean Water Act and New Jersey Freshwater Wtlands Protection

regul ations.

A Stage | A Qultural Resource Survey was conducted during the Rl to determ ne the need for conpliance with the
National H storic Preservation Act. A though the survey concluded that there is a potential for the presence



of historical resources, inthe vicinity of the Site, the |agoon area subject to renediati on has al ready been
heavily disturbed. Therefore a stage IB cultural resources survey woul d not be necessary conponent of any of
the sedi ment alternatives.

G oundwat er Alternatives

Al though Alternative GM1 would not acconplish the renedial action objective for the groundwater, there is no
current exposure to contam nated groundwater, as the shallow aquifer is not used for potable water.
Therefore, contam nant-specific ARARs (MCLs) are not applicable but could be considered rel evant and
appropriate. It is anticipated that after renediati on of the | agoon sedi nents, groundwater quality standards
will eventually be achieved through natural attenuation of contam nants, although the tine frame is difficult
to predict. Alternative GM2 would effectively ensure the prevention of exposure to contam nated groundwat er
t hrough a nmore conprehensi ve groundwat er nonitoring programconsistent with Federal and State groundwater
nonitoring requirenents and well restrictions. However, as with Alternative GV¥1, it is difficult to predict
when groundwater quality standards will be achieved in the shallow aquifer. Alternative G¥3 would treat the
groundwat er until federal and state groundwater standards are attained within the aquifer; ARARs for
extraction and treatnent prior to discharge would al so be net.

I  Long-term Effectiveness
Sedi nent Al ternatives

Alternative LS -1 would not maintain reliable protection of human health and the environnent over time, as
contam nated sedinents would remain in the lagoon. Aternative LS-2 would provi de acceptable reduction in
ri sk, however, hazardous substances would remain on Site, relying on |ong-term mai ntenance of the cap to
preserve its protectiveness. Wth this alternative, deed restrictions would be required to ensure the
integrity of the cap.

Alternatives LS-3 and LS-4 would involve the renoval and off-site disposal of the contam nated | agoon
sedinents, and therefore, would provide the best long-termeffectiveness. Renoval of contam nated sedi nents
woul d elinminate the | agoon as a source of future contam nation. These two alternatives woul d be consi dered
permanent solutions. Since public health and environmental risks associated with contam nated sedi ments woul d
be elimnated, unrestricted future site use would be all owed.

G oundwater Alternatives

Al t hough contam nant levels in the shallow groundwater are above MCLs, they are expected to gradual ly reduce,
t hrough natural attenuation, to health-based |evels. Therefore, Alternatives G¥1 and G#2 woul d eventual |y
provi de adequate | ong-term protectiveness. Alternative GM2 incorporates a nore conprehensive nonitoring
program and therefore, would nore reliably ensure protectiveness of hunman health, over the long term than
Alternative GM1. Alternative GM3 would be consistent with the long-termeffectiveness goals for the Site by
treating the groundwater until MCLs are achieved, or it becones technically infeasible to attain renedi ati on
goal s.

1 Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility. or Vol une
Sedi nent Alternatives

Alternative LS 1 would not achieve any reduction in toxicity, nmobility or volune of the | agoon sedinents.
Alternative LS -2 would result in a reduction in nobility of the COCs in the |agoon sedinents, but woul d not
reduce toxicity or volune. Capping would significantly reduce infiltration of runoff through the |agoon
sedi nents, transport of |agoon sedinments via surface runoff, and volatilization of COCs in the | agoon
sediments. Alternatives LS -3 and LS-4 would conpletely reduce the toxicity, nobility and vol ume of the COCs
in the | agoon sediments, by renoval, treatnment, as necessary, and off-site disposal.

Groundwat er Alternatives



Alternatives G¥1 and GV 2 woul d, over time, achieve reductions in toxicity and volune of the |ow |l evels of
COCs in the groundwater through natural attenuation. Alternative GV¥3 woul d reduce the toxicity, nobility and
volume of the COCs in the groundwater through active treatnent in a shorter period of tine.

1 Short-term Ef fecti veness
Sedi nent Alternatives

Alternative LS-1 would not have any adverse short-terminpacts, since it involves no active renedial

neasures. Alternatives LS-2, LS-3 and LS-4 would involve disturbing the | agoon sedinents to varying degrees,
whi ch woul d generate dust and volatile emssions. Alternative LS -2 wuld create the | east disturbance of the
sedi nents and fewest short-terminpacts during construction of the cap. The excavation activities in
Alternatives LS-3 and LS-4 would have the nmost short-term adverse effects. These alternatives may require air
noni tori ng and engi neering controls to reduce airborne dust and enissions. Al of the |agoon sedi nent
alternatives would require inplementation of a health and safety plan to minimze any risks to on-site

wor kers and near by residents.

In terns of time to achieve protectiveness, Alternative LS-1 is the fastest to inplenent, as it involves no
active renedi al measures. Alternatives LS-2, LS-3, and LS-4 could all be inplenmented relatively quickly;
construction tines range from3 to 4 nonths.

Groundwat er Alternatives

Alternative GM1 woul d not have any adverse short-terminpacts. Aternative G¥2 woul d have m ni nal
short-terminpacts associated with the installation and sanpling of a nonitoring well. Aternative G¥3 woul d
have the greatest short-terminpacts, nanmely hazards associated with the extraction, treatnent, and di sposal
of contam nated groundwater. Alternatives G¥2 and G¥3 woul d require the inplenmentation of a health and
safety plan to mnimze the associated short-termri sks.

In terms of time to achieve protectiveness for the groundwater conponent, Aternatives GM1 and GM2 coul d
both be inplemented al nost i mredi ately. Conversely, Alternative GM3 involves construction of a groundwater
extraction and treatnment system estimated to take at least 2 years to inplemnent.

1 Inpl emrentability
Sedi nent Alternatives

The technical and administrative feasibility of inplenenting Alternative LS-1 is minimal. The only activity
conducted under Alternative LS-1 would be the required five-year review Cap or cover construction, in
Alternative LS 2, can be easily inplenented using readily available technol ogy and is not expected to involve
any technical difficulties. Simlarly, Aternatives LS-3 and LS-4 also incorporate easily inplenentable
technol ogies. Alternative LS -4 may experience nore admnistrative difficulty than LS-3 due to the potentially
limted availability for off-site hazardous waste incineration capacity.

Groundwat er Al ternatives

The technical and administrative feasibility of inplenenting Alternative GM1 is minimal. The only activity
conducted under Alternative GM1 would be the required five year reviews. Administratively, Alternative GV¥2
woul d require NIJDEP to inplenent well restrictions for the shallow aquifer in the vicinity of the Site.
Alternative GM3 would be nmore conplex in its technical and adm nistrative inplenmentation than G¥1 and GV 2.
On a technical level, it may be difficult to extract shallow groundwater for treatnent, due to the | ow
hydraul i c conductivity in the Navesink Formation. In addition, administratively, Alternative G¥3 is nore
difficult to inplement than the other two Alternatives; it would have to be conducted in accordance with
substantive requi rements of various state permts for extraction and treatment of contam nated groundwater.

1 Cost



Sedi nent Al ternatives
The estimated present worth costs for the | agoon sedinent alternatives are as follows: $112, 600 for
Alternative LS 1, $796,000 for LS-2, $1.29 mllion for LS-3, and $2.45 million for LS-4. In evaluating cost
effectiveness, Alternative LS 3 satisfies the Remedial Action (bjectives to the greatest extent at the |east
cost .
G oundwat er Al ternatives
The estinmated present worth costs for the groundwater alternatives include $112,600 for Alternative GWM1,
$499, 000 for G¥2, and $8.41 mllion for Alternative GM3. O the alternatives that acconplish the Renedia
Action hjectives for the groundwater and provide for the protection of human health, Aternative GM2 is the
nost cost effective.

L State Accept ance
The State of New Jersey concurs with the selected renedy presented in this Record of Decision

1 Communi ty Accept ance

In general, both officials and comrunity residents expressed support for the preferred remedy. A nore
detai |l ed di scussion of community concerns is presented in the Responsiveness Summary.

SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consi deration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the various alternatives,
and public comments, both EPA and. NJDEP have determned that Alternative LS-3 and Alternative GV¥2 conprise
the nost appropriate renedy for the K&M Site.

The maj or conponents of the Sel ected Renmedy are:

1 Excavation, and off-site treatnent as necessary, and off-site disposal, of approximtely 1000 cubic
yards of |agoon sedinents; and

Long-term nonitoring of the contam nated shal | ow ground-water underlying the Site. It is anticipated
that the groundwater nonitoring will be conducted annually for at |east five years. The frequency and
need to continue nonitoring will be reevaluated after this five year period.

Institutional controls to limt groundwater use in the Navesink Formation. (NJDEP will.establish a
Classification Exception Area which will restrict the use of the Navesink groundwater in the vicinity
of the Site.)

The selection of this renedy is based upon the conparative analysis of the alternatives di scussed above and
provi des the best bal ance of tradeoffs with respect to the nine evaluation criteria.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund Sites is to undertake renedial actions
that are protective of human health and the environnent. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes
several other statutory requirenents and preferences. These specify that when conplete, the selected renedi al
action for the Kauffman & M nteer Site nust conply with applicable, or relevant and appropriate environmnental
standards established under federal and state environnental |aws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The
sel ected renedy al so nust be cost effective and utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable. Finally, the statute
includes a preference for remedies that enploy treatnent that permanently and significantly reduce the

vol ume, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous wastes. The follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected remedy
meets these statutory requirenents.



Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The sel ected alternative addresses the hunman heal t h-based renedi al action objectives associated with

contam nated | agoon sedinments and is, therefore, considered to be effective in achieving protection of human
health in both the short and long term Threats to human health and the environment would be elininated as
there woul d be no possibility of direct ingestion of |agoon sediments or inhalation of organic conmpounds
which volatilize fromthe | agoon sedinent. In addition, the contam nated sedinents will no |onger be a source
of groundwat er contam nati on.

For groundwater, the remedy does not entail renoval or, natural attenuation and treatnent of the contam nated
shal  ow groundwater, but relies on nmonitoring to be protective. Although there is no current exposure to
contam nated groundwater, future exposure is possible. In order to protect against the potential future

exposure, the renedy will include institutional controls, which will consist of NJDEP establishing a
Classification Exception Area (CEA) to restrict use of the contam nated portion of the Navesink groundwater.
The CEA will include the devel opnent of a well restriction area in the vicinity of the Site. These
restrictions will ensure that any punping well installed in the vicinity (e.g. within 500 feet of the Site)

does not exert any significant hydraulic influence on the area of contam nated groundwater. The nonitoring
programwi || assist in ensuring that contam nated groundwater does not nmigrate to areas not protected by the
well restrictions. The renmedy will include the installation of an additional nonitoring well, and periodic
sanpling and analysis. it is anticipated that the groundwater nonitoring will be conducted annually for at

|l east five years. The frequency and need to continue nonitoring will be reevaluated after this five year
period. Inplenentation of the renedy will effectively prevent current and future exposure to contam nated
groundwat er, and therefore provi de adequate overall protection of human health and the environment.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

The remedy will conply with all ARARs. Contam nated sedi ments exceedi ng renedi ation goals will be renoved and
di sposed of in accordance with applicable |aw. Table 30 provides for a listing of associated ARARs.
Action-specific ARARS will be achieved by conducting all sedinent renoval activities in accordance with OSHA,
RCRA, and New Jersey hazardous waste regul ati ons. Excavated material will be appropriately packed and shi pped
off-site to a permtted RCRA Subtitle C disposal facility if hazardous, or a permitted RCRA Subtitle D
landfill if non-hazardous. Location specific ARARs include Executive Order 11990 for restoration of the soils
adj acent to the | agoon.

Currently, no exposure to contam nated groundwater is occurring. Therefore, contam nant-specific ARARs
(MCLs) are not applicable, but will be considered in evaluating the results of the long-termnonitoring. If
future exposure to contam nated groundwater occurs, Federal and State MCLs woul d be applicable

cont ami nant - speci fi ¢ ARARs.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The cost effectiveness of a renedy is determ ned by wei ghing the cost against the alternative's ability to
achi eve ARARs and renedi al action objectives. The selected remedy is cost effective as it has been determ ned
to provide the greatest overall |long-termand short-termeffectiveness in proportion to its present worth
cost, $1,800,000. Although Alternatives LS-1 is less costly, it does not provide for protection of human
health and the environment. Simlarly, Alternative LS-2, while less costly than the selected renedy, is not
effective over the long term and does not conpletely elimnate the potential for exposure to contam nated
sedi nents. The ground water nonitoring programw || be effective in achieiving the renmedial action objectives
at significantly less cost than active renediation of the shallow aquifer.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

The sel ected renmedy represents the maxi mum extent to which pernmanent solutions and treatnent technol ogi es can
be utilized in a cost-effective manner at the Site. It further provides the best bal ance of trade-offs with
respect to the nine evaluation criteria. O the three action alternatives for sedinent, the sel ected remedy
is the nost cost effective permanent renedy; the contam nated sediments will be renoved and di sposed of off
site. The conplete renoval of the contamninated sedinents will provide a greater degree of flexibility for



future devel opnent of the Site. In addition, the selected renmedy, unlike Alternative LS-2, does not rely upon
| ong-term mai ntenance to be protective of human health and the environment.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal El ement
Al t hough the renmedy may include sonme off-site treatment of those contam nated sediments found to be
RCRA- hazar dous, the selected remedy does not rely on the use of treatment technol ogies as a principal

conponent. Therefore, the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent as a principal elenent is
not satisfied.

DOCUMENTATI ON OF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Pl an.
APPENDI X |
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Table 1

SO L SAMPLES

SAMPLE | D

SB02A

DATE SAMPLED
SAMPLE TYPE
Vol atile Organics (ug/kg)
CARBON DI SULFI DE
12U
Chlorinated Aliphatics

1, 1- DI CHLOROETHANE

2]
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHENE ( TOTAL)
73
METHYLENE CHLORI DE
10 J
TETRACHLOROETHENE
12 U
1,1,1 TRI CHLOROETHANE
12 U
TRI CHLOROETHENE
13
Ket ones
ACETONE
140 U
2- BUTANONE
31
2- HEXANONE
43
4- METHYL- 2- PENTANONE
47
BTEX Conpounds
TOLUENE
160
ETHYLBENZENE
XYLENE S (TOTAL)
84
TOTAL NUMBER OF TICS
10
TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON
197
Semi vol atile Organics (ug/kg)
PHENOL
310 J
2- METHYLPHENOL
J
1, 2 DI CHLOROBENZENE
u
| SOPHORONE
41
Pol ynucl ear Aronatic Hydrocarbons
NAPHTHALENE
390 U
2- METHYL NAPHTHALENE
390 U
ANTHRACENE
390 U
TOTAL PAHS
240 J

1,

1.700
1,700 U 1, 100,
1,700 U
1,700 U

1,700 U

1,700 W

16

18

1, 580

14,000 W

14000 UJ

1,400 J

SD14

03/ 12/ 92
Lagoon Sed

700 W

u
000
230,000 W
230. 000
1, 600000

170 U

1,700 W

1,700 U
1,700 W

230,000 W

580 J

880 J

3.200 J

290, 000

14,000 W

15,000 J

14000 W

14000 W
66, 000 J
14000 W

1,400 J

03/ 12/ 92
Lagoon Sed

230,000 W

27,000 J

3, 100, 000

74,000 W

SDI 5

03A 2/
Lagoon Sod

1,800 W

1,800
1,800 U
1,800 W
1,800 U
3,600 W

1,80

230,000 W
230,000 U
230.000 W

1,800 W

2,200, 000

1, 300, 000

3, 700, 000

2

2,100

110,000 J
13,000 U
13000 U

74000 W

41,000 J
13000 U
13,000 J

120,000 J

KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
LAGOON SO LS AND SEDI MENT SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

SD16

92 03/13

Lagoon Sod

2,50

U
3,600 W
3,600 W

3,600

/92

Lagoon Sod

01J

3,600 W

1

w

1,700 UJ

ou

1,800 W
1,800 U
1,800 W

3,600 W

1,800 J

6, 500

43, 500

13,000 U
290, 000
13000

13000 U

13000 U
290,000 W

13000 U

36

81

u

ul

290

0

S

03/13/
Be

1,

1.7
, 700 W
1,700 W
1,700
12
00 W 1
1, 200
960 J
2,200 J

1, 700 W

01J
3,800 J

24,000 J

9,

PAGE 1 OF 3

SURFACE SEDI MENT/ SO LS SAMPLES

D17

92
rm Soi |

700 W

00 W

12

uJ

, 700 W

J

1

1

1,700 J

690

290, 000 W

14,000
14000 U

290,00 W

,000 W
3,100 J

290, 000 W

uJ 7

14000

14000 U

14000 U

SD18 SS12 SS13
10/ 18/ 91 10/ 18/ 91
Ber m Soi | 24FT
12 U 12 W
12 U 12 W
12 W
32 U 62 W
12 U 31J
12 W 12 U
12 U 12 W
1,700 W 29 W 63 W
1,300 J 12 W 12 W
700 W 12 W 12 W
2 W 12 W
770 J 12 U
1,700 J 12 U 5
5,900 J 12 U 37
9 5 0
0 101
14000 U 7,800 W 7,400 W
, 800 W 7,400 W
7800 UJ 7,400 UJ
U 7800 W 7,400 W
7800 W 7,400 W
7800 WJ 7,400 UJ
7800 W 7,400 W
0 3,100 J 0

11/06/91

62

62

21,000 J

2,100 U

6

62

2,100 U

2,100 U

240 J

2,100 U

62

2

62

3

62

, 520

680 J

SUBSURFACE

SB02

11/ 06

10- 12FT

62

260 W

130

3

1, 400

/91

60

100

390



Pht hal at es

DI - N- BUTYLPHTHALATE 1, 900 120, 000 J
150 J
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 540, 000 J 31, 000, 000 J 500, 000 B
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 14000 W 74000 W 13000 U
DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE 82,000 J 4,400,000 J
250 J
TOTAL NUMBER OF TICS 17
19 15
TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON 690, 000 13,170, 000 616, 000
PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS ( g/ kg) 1,215 249, 000 5,270
48
TOTAL ORGANI C CARBON ( g/ kg) 24,500 J 103,000 J 15,900 J
TOT. ORGANI C CARBON ( M& KG) 24,500 J 103,000 J 15,900 J
TOT ORGANI CS ( VOC+SVOC+TPHC) g/ kg 2,537 311, 482 6,484
56
Not es:
U = Not detected. J = Estimated Value. B = conpound al so detected in associated nethod bl ank
TCL and TAL analytes not |listed were not detected

Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion

290,
85, 000

20

1,800 J

690, 000 J
000 W

290,00 W

250,000 B

14000 U

120, 000 J

13,170, 000
5,630 J

32,300 J
32,300 J
19, 960

20

365, 900
5,2

3

5,872

14000 U

270,000 J
58,000 J
35, 000

00

,080 J
3,080 J

3,361, 000

4,600 J

9,300 W
7,000 J
500, 000 J

888, 000

36,124 J
41,300 J
46,794

7,400 W
12,000
2,100 U
67,000 J
19 20
80, 600
2.880 J
23,676 J
29,300 J
3,842

5, 300

272

3, 320
3,320
377

210 J

20

1,500
390 U

5,268

831
831



Table 1
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER S| TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
LAGOON SO LS AND SEDI MENT SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY
PAGE 2 OF 3

SURFACE SEDI MENT/ SO L SAMPLES SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLES

SAMPLE | D SD14 SD15 SD16 SD17 SD18 SS12 SS13 SB02 SB0O2A
DATE SAMPLED 03/12/92 03/12/92 03/12/ 92 01/13/12 03/13/92 10/ 10/ 91 10/ 18/ 91 11/06/91 11/ 06/ 91 BACKGROUND
SAMPLE TYPE Lagoon Sed Lagoon Sed Lagoon Sed Lagoon Sed Lagoon Sed Ber m Soi | Ber m Soi | 2-4 FT 10-12 FT SO L CRITERI A(3)
I norgani cs (ng/kg)
ANTI MONY 2.1 U 2.4 U 2.2 W 2.3 U 2.2 U 8.2 U 0.99 W 3.3 31 W
0. 04
ARSENI C 57 J 4.8 3.6 J 4.1 3.9 0.9 W 1.0 W 7.1 2.1
34
BARI UM 32.1 168.0 J 24.5 27.7 18.0 12.3 8.5 16. 4 15.8
1500( 4)
BERYLLI UM 0. 85 0.09 0. 89 0.93 0. 88 0.47 U 0. 54 1.70 1.50

CADM UM 0.26 U 3.10 0.27 U 0.28 U 0.27 U 0.93 U 0.99 U 0.49 U 0.52 U
0.26
CHROM UM 28.3 39.3 35.6 56. 6 50.9 26.4 1 44.1 ) 101.0 J 69. 4
41.1
COBALT 1.5 4.6 1.2 1.6 1.1 2.1 U 2.2 U 2.0
2.2 10. 6(5)
COPPER 12.6 85. 8 7.3 7.6 3 0.8 W 1.9 U 2.0U 2.0 2.0
11.1
LEAD 10. 4 217.0 16.7 26.1 8.5 9.9 J 3.73 3.5
3.3 400( 6)
MANGANESE 62. 4 136.0 23.7 13.8 11.0 19.9 4.1 12.0 13.4
208.0
MERCURY 0.13 U 0.13 0.13 U 0.14 U 0.14 U 0.12 U 0.12 U 0.09 U 0.12 U
0.34
NI CKEL 2.7 10. 4 2.3 2.9 2.1 5.1 U 55U 6.3

SELENI UM R R R R R 0.93 W 0.99 W 0. 25 0.26 U

VANADI UM 18.2 13.3 19.9 28.2 22.6 12.7 21. 4 52.8 43.7
47.2
ZI NC 21.9 345.0 J 27.2 1 42.3 ] 20.7 3 14.1 27.8 R
70.2

Not es:
Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.
(1) - Crustal abundant netal (Alumi num Calcium Iron, Magnesium Potassium and Sodium not Listed.
(2) - TCL and TAL analytes not |isted were not defected.
(3) - Inorganics soil background data from NJDEPE, 1993. Values are 2x |ocal maxi mum
(4) - Shacklette, H T and Boerngen, J.G, 1984. Maxi num background | evel in eastern U. S soils.
(5) - Tedrow, J.C.F, 1996, 2 x maxi mum background in New Jersey Sassafras Soils.



SUBSURFACE

SAVPLE | D
TCLP REGULATORY
DATE SAMPLED
LIMT
SAMPLE TYPE
(40 CFR 261)

TCLP Vol atile Organics ( ug/L)

1, 1- DI CHLOROETHENE

700
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHANE

500
CARBON TETRACHLORI DE

500
TRI CHLOROETHENE
500
BENZENE
500
TETRACHLOETHENE
700

TCLP Semivol atile Organics (ug/L)
E

TCLP Pesticides/ Herbicides ( ug/L)

1, 4- DI CHLOROBENZEN
7500
3,4 METHYLPHENOL ( M&P- CRESOL) 93
200, 000

TCLP Metals (ug/L)

6.1

219 U

31.5

Not es:

J

J

ARSENI C
5, 000
BARI UM
100, 000
CHROM UM
5,000

LEAD

5,000
SI LVER

5,000

U = NOT DETECTED, J =- ESTI MATED VALUE, R = REJECTED VALUE
Al'l data and regulatory limts in ug/1 in TCLP extract

03/12/92

Lagoon Sed

188 J

5 W

27

4260 J

11

84 J

No TCLP Pesticides or herbicides were detected

SD15

20 U

Reported results are corrected for matrix spike recoveries as required by 40 CFR Part 268 Method 1311.

Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.
TCLP anal ytes not |isted were not detected in the TCLP extract of any sanple.

.5

4.

768

Table 1
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER S| TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
LAGOON SO LS AND SEDI MENT SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY
TCLP ANALYSI S

PAGE 3 OF 3
SURFACE SEDI MENT/ SO L SAMPLES
Ssw7 SD18 SS13
03/13/92 03/13/92 10/ 18/ 92
Lagoon Sed Lagoon Sed Ber m Soi |
5 W 5U 5U
5 W 5U 5 U
5 U 5U 1
5 W 5 U 5 U
J 5 U 5U
5 W 5 U 5
20 U 10 U 11 U
8 J 21
4] 4.6 J 3.6 U
187 263
55U 55U
85.3 J 22.8 7 8.8 1J
5 W 5 W 5 W

.3

0-0.5 ft

180

3/12/91

.6

SO L SAMPLES

.73

5 W

25

SB02S

.4



SAMPLE | D

SD12

SS14

SAMPLE LOCATI ON
Vol atile Organics (ug/kg)
METHYLENE CHLORI DE

21 60 W

ACETONE
17U
CARBON DI SULFI DE
1

7 U 16 U

TOLUENE
17 U
XYLENES ( TOTAL)
17 U

TOTAL NUMBER OF VOC TICS

1
TOTAL VOC TI C CONCENTRATI ON

29 0
Semi vol atile Organics (ug/kg) (1)
PHENOL
560 U 520 U

Pol ynucl ear Aronmatic Hydrocarbons
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE
520 U
BENZQ( K) FLUORANTHENE
U

CHRYSENE
560 U 520 U
FLUORANTHENE
73 J
PYRENE
560 U 67 J
TOTAL PAHS
0 0
Pht hal at es
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
1600
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE
600 U
DI ETHYLPHTHALATE
520 U
DI - N- BUTYLPHTHALATE
520 U
DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE
2200

TOTAL NUMBER OF SV TICS

19 20
TOTAL SV TI C CONCENTRATI ON
TOT. PET. HYDROCARBON (TPHC | (my/kg)
220 J

TOT. ORGANI C ( VOC+SV+TPHC) (mg/ kg)
288

I norgani cs (ng/ kg)
ARSENI C

BARI UM
59.7
BERYLLI UM

CADM UM
0.7 U

28 W

16

16

140 J

MARSH

11

590 U

590 U

590 U

2100

590 U

590 U

46,000 D

19

70, 670
465 J

584

Table 2

KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER S| TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
MARSH AREA SO L SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

SDOo7 SDo8
MARSH MARSH
3]
230 B 110 U
51 6 J
360 D 4]
517 4]
3
84 372
590 U 45000 U
45000 U 2300 U
45000 U 2300 U
590 U 45000 U
590 U 45000 U
590 U 45000 U
0 0
45000 U 3800 U
430, 000 160, 000 D
45000 U 2300 U
45000 U 3200
480, 000 D 160,000 D
20
4,898, 000 1,164, 000
4610 JQ 2480 JQ
10, 418 3967
5.7 4.6
79.8 42.0
2.3 1.2
0.7 U 0.5 U

Page 1 of 2
SD09 SD10 SD11
MARSH MARSH MARSH MARSH
14 J 4] 15 U
350 U 100 U 26 U
73 15 U 15 U
940 15 U 15 U
17 J 15 U 15 U
4 3 0
472 0
720 J 1000 U 2000 U
1000 U 2000 U 560 U
1000 U 2000 U 560 U
2300 U 1000 U 2000 U
2300 U 1000 U 2000 U 560 U
2300 U 1000 U 2000 U
0
1000 U 8600 560 U
280 J 840 J 560 U
1000 U 2000 U 58 J
1000 U 2000 U 130 J
22,000 D 12,000 170 J
20 20 20
197, 500 162, 700 29,520 64, 610
2610 JQ 213 J 193 J
2833 389 223
2.9 4.6
30.2 40.5 37.5
0.9 1.3 1.0
0.6 0.6 0.7



Not es:

CHROM UM
73.1 37.31J
COBALT

COPPER
11.3 5.1
LEAD
68.6 R
MANGANESE
21.3 20.5
NI CKEL

SELENI UM

VANADI UM
39.4 16.3
ZI NC
34.8 J 35.8
CYANI DE
1.8 U 0.79 U

Total Organic Carbon (ng/kg) 112000

42800 J

NOT DETECTED. J = ESTI MATED VALUE. R = REJECTED BY VALI DATI ON. D =VALUE FROM SECONDARY DI LUTION. X =
QUANTI TATI ON SUSPECT (concentration in diluted analysis was below reliable quantitation limt).

Shadi ng indicates exceedance of applicable criterion.

(1) -Contaninants listed are those detected in soil sanples

O C

131.0

| SOVERS NOT DI FFERENT! ATED.

.4

44.2 )

64800

23.

68.

79.6 J

1.5U

104000

24.

52.

74000

.8

41.8 J

70.6

22.6

68300

47.5

25.4

126000

42.



Table 2
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
MARSH AREA SO L SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

Pogo 2 of 2

SAMPLE | D SS15 SS16 SS17 SS18
SS19 SB16
SAMPLE LOCATI ON MARSH MARSH MARSH MARSH MARSH
MAL04S

Vol atile Organics (ug/kg) (1)

METHYLENE CHLORI DE 36 W 130 W 150 W 160 UJ 270 W
3 u
ACETONE 23 W 19 J 16 U 14 W
16 U 13 U

CARBON DI SULFI DE 14 W 19 U 16 U 14 W

16 U 13 U
TOLUENE 14 W 19 U 16 UJ 14 W

16 W 13 U
XYLENES ( TOTAL) 14 W 19 U 16 W 14 W
16 W 3 U

TOTAL NUMBER OF VOC TICS 0 2 1 3
1
TOTAL VOC TI C CONCENTRATI ON 0 121 20 75 30

Semivol atile Organics (ug/kg)(1)
HENOL 480 U 1100 U 990 U 900 U
920 U 430 U
Pol ynucl ear Aronatic Hydrocarbons
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE 100 JX 1100 U 990 W 900 W 920 U
430 U
BENZQ( K) FLUORANTHENE 100 JX 1100 U 990 UJ 900 W 920 U
430 U
CHRYSENE 56 J 1100 U 990 W 900 U
920 W 430 U
FLUORANTHENE 69 J 1100 U 990 U 900 U
920 U 430 U
PYRENE 88 J 1100 U 990 W 900 U
920 W 430 U
TOTAL PAHS 413 J 0 0 0
0 0
Pht hal ates
Bl S(2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 480 U 1100 U 990 UJ 900 U 920 W

BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 480 U 1100 U 990 W 900 U 920 W

DI ETHYLP:—lF:I)"EiAEATE 480 U 1100 U 990 U 900 U 920 U
DI - N- BUTYLPHTHALATE e 480 U 3000 U 5100 U 1100 U 13000 U

DI - N- OCTYigH%HLATE 430 U 470 J 110 U 990 W 900 W 920 U

TOTAL NUMBER OF SV TICS 18 8 7 8
TO'?'AL SV TI C CONCENTRATI ON 26,170 33, 600 74,100 27,900 42, 400
Torzsggr HYDRODCARBON ( TPHC) ( g/ kg) 85 J 218 J 168 J 217 J 93 J
TOT. ORGANI CG?VJOCGESV*rTPHC)(n‘g/kg) 112 252 242 245 135

I norgani cs (ng/kg) (1)
ARSENI C R 3.9 5.5 4.4

BARI UM 45. 4 38.5 ] 81.4 63. 4

81.
BERYLLI UM 0.8 0.6 J 1.1 1.1



CADM UM 1.
1.7 U 0.5 U
CHROM UM 42.0J 28.2 17 53.1 49.8
64.3 99. 2
COBALT 2.6 U 2.0 W 1.6 U 1.5U
1.7U 1.9
COPPER 10.2 7.3 31.5 12.6
21.6 8.6
LEAD 211.0 .J R
R 22.6
MANGANESE 20.9 16.9 J 61.2 41.1
26.7 16.0
NI CKEL 6.4 U 3.3 W 6.7 3.1
6.3 5.2
SELENI UM 1.2 W 1.2 W 1.0U 0.9 W
1.0U 1.0
VANADI UM 18.7 16.5 J 23.6 19. 4

30.7 54.7
ZI NC 37.5 47.0 119.0 J 66.2 J

81.0 J R
CYANI DE 0.72 U 1.1 1.2 1.3

2.2 1.7U
Total Organic Carbon (ng/kg) 72500 J 67400 J 61500 J 57000 J 85000 J
R

Not es:
U= NOT DETECTED. J = ESTI MATED VALUE. T = REJECTED BY VALI DATION. D = VALUE FROM SECONDARY DI LUTI ON. X = | SOMERS NOT DI FFERENTI ATED

Q = QUANTI TATI ON SUSPECT (concentration in diluted analysis was below reliable quantitation limt).
Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.
(1) Contaminants |isted are those detected in soil sanples



LOCATI ON
SAMPLE I D
DATE SAMPLED
Us(3)
MCLs)

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ 1) (4)
Chl orinated VOCs
VI NYL CHLORI DE
Chl ori nated VCCs
VI NYL CHLORI DE

2
METHYLENE CHLORI DE

2

1, 1- DI CHLOROETHENE

2
1, 1- DI CHLOROETHANE
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHENE ( TOTAL
10(5)
1, 1, 1- TRI CHLOROETHANE
26 200
TRI CHLOROETHENE

10

1
TETRACHL OROETHENE
1
BTEX Conpounds
BENZENE

1
XYLENES ( TOTAL)

40 44

TOTAL NUMBER OF TICS

TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON

0

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ L) (4)
| SOPHORONE

100 -
NAPHTHAL ENE

BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE

DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE

TOTAL NUMBER OF TICS

TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON

WET CHEM STRY ANALYTES (ng/l)
Total Suspended Solids
Total Dissolved Solids
500, 000 --
Chloride
250, 000
MBAS (Surfactants)
Nitrate (NGB as N)
10, 000 --
Chemi cal Oxygen Demand

10, 000

10

10

12/ 9/ 92
10 U
20 U
0 U
10U
0 U
10 U
0 u
10 U
5
10 U
0
1
10U
10 W
10 W
10 W 1
3
17
106.6
N 2
500, 000
500
0.25
0.
4.4

MV 1
GW9

30 J

U

10 U

26.

MW 2
GWos
12/ 18/ 91

270

17.

0.25 U

0.19

MWV 3
Gw7
12/ 18/ 91

10U

10 W

71.

MAO1S
GW5
12/18/91

1

10

10 W

310

5.1 U

0.25 U

47.

14.

Table 3
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CROUNDWATER SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

DEEP GROUNDWATER VELLS

GW3

1, 000

100 U

10

10

10
U
10 W

ul

10

50.

Page 1 of 3
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER VELLS
MALO2S MALO3S MALO4S MW 05S MALO6S MALO1D MALO2D MALO30
GWo1 G2 GW 0 GWo3 Gl GW06 GWo2
12/17/91 12/ 19/ 92 12/19/91 12/17/91 12/18/91 12/19/91 12/17/91
10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 17 10 U 10
25 U 23 U 18 U 79 B 10 W 10 U
2] 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U 10 U 40 10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U 10 U 94 10 U 10 U
15 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
u 10 U 10 U 16 10 U 10 U 10 U
4 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 1U 10 U
10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 8 J 10 U 10
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 570 10 U
10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 1 10 U 10
0ou 10 W 10 W 10 U 133 10 W
10 W 13 10 W 2] 10 W 10
10 W 10 W 10 W 10 W 1 10 W
0 2 2 6 19 9
29 18 34 374 71
440. 2 85.8 78.1 260 202.7 384.5
220 40 360 J 470 J 180 J 210
0 112.5 10. 85 7.0 U 13.5 73.0 12
0.25 U 0.25 U 0.25 U 0.25 U 4.2 0.25 U 0.25 U
0.95 0.10 U 2.1 14.0 8.9 0.42
24.2 10.1 U 33.6 U 51.0 J 25.0 13 U

GROUNDWATER
12/ 17/ 92 NJ GWQC( 1)
100 U 10 U
B 12 U
100 U 10 U
100 U 0 U
10 U
ou 10 U
100 U 10 U
100 U 10 U
u 100 U
100 U 10 U
0
0 0
10 W 10
10 W 10 W
10 W 1
10 W 30
uI 10 W
0
43
39.1
660 J 40
94.0 8.
0.25 U 0.25 U
0.1U 1.5
20.6 8.6 U

CRI TERI ON
NJ MCLs(2)

70
10(5)

30

10

00

100

35

23.

100 J

10.

8

500(7)

0.10 U



Not es:

Bi ocheni cal Oxygen Denmand 2.8 U 0.6 U 0.3 U 0.9 U

Tot al

U = NOT DETECTED, J = ESTIMATED VALUE, R = REJECTED (UNUSABLE) DATUM B = DETECTED I N METHOD BLANK,

Petrol eum Hydr ocar bons 0.3 U 0.6 U 0.3 U 0.3 U

Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

NJGWQ criteria based on values in NJAC 7-9-6 for class |l-A waters.

NJ primary drinking water MCLs (NJAC 7:10-16.7(a)).

Federal MCLS (40CFR 141.61).

Contaminants |isted are those detected in groundwater sanples.

Val ue shown is cis 1.2-dichloroethene; standard for trans isoner is 100 ug/l).

0.7 U 0.3 U

NC = NO CRI TERI ON.

Exceedance presumed based on literature data indicating total 1,2- DCE conprised of 60%cis isomer, probable cis isoner

Foam ng Agents (ABS/ LAS)
None noticeabl e (O&G+TPHC)

4.4 U

0.3 U

concentration of 56 ug/l

0.3 U 0.3 U

exceeds the 10 ug/|

criterion

0.3 U

0.3 U

0.3 U

(8)



LOCATI ON MW 1 MW 1
SAMPLE 10 [eloc] GWD9A
DATE SAMPLED 12/19/91 12/19/91
12/19/91
SAMPLE TYPE TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL
I NORGANI CS (ng/L)(1,2)
ARSENI C 7.6 2.
2.0 U 2.3 2.0 U
BARI UM 26.5 7
9.8 50.5 39.5
BERYLLI UM 1.0U 1.0U
1.0 U 1.0U 1.0U
CHROM UM (total) 34.1 ] 6.0 U
6.0 U 24.9 6.0 U
COBALT 4.0 U 4.0
4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U
COPPER 3.5
21.5 5.9 12. 4
LEAD 6.0 J
1.0 W 6.2 1.0 W
MANGANESE 91.8 52.2
52.5 43.3 40.4
NI CKEL 14.0 14.
14.0 U 14.0 U 14.0 U
SELENI UM 1.0 U 1.0 U
1.1 1.0 U 1.0U
THALLI UM 1.0 1.5
1.6 J 1.6 1.4
VANADI UM 15.9 3.0 U
3.0 U 9.9 3.0 U
ZI NC 19.5
41.3 6.8 55.5
CYANI DE 3.0 U NR
NR 6.9 J NR
Not es:

MW 2 MV 2
GW0BA oW
12/ 18/ 91 12/18/ 9
FILTERED  TOTAL
ou 3.0J
5 17.0
1.0U
6.0 U
u 4.0U
4.4 4
7.2
1.0 W 1.4
59.5 J
ou 14.0 U
1.0 U
1.0U
7.6
4.6
48. 1
3.0U

U = NOT DETECTED. J = ESTIMATED VALUE. NR = ANALYSI S NOT REQUI RED

Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.
(1) - Contaminants listed are those detected in groundwater
(2) - TAL crustal abundant netals (alum num calcium iron,

sanpl es.
magnesi um potassi um

MWV 3

GA7A

1 12/18/91

FI LTERED

82.0 J

14.0

3.0U

NR

and sodium

U

not

MW 3 MALO1S
GW7 GW5A
12/18/91 12/18/91
TOTAL FI LTERED
U 9.
23.
2.2 1.0U
102.0 1
4.0 U 4.0
.5 6.7
0w
65.7 5.2
14.0 U 14.0 U
1.0 U 1.0 U
1.0 U 1.1
47.6 3.0
6.2 38.4
3.0 U NR
tabul at ed.

Table 3

KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
GROUNDWATER SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

Page 2 of 3
MALO1S MALO2S MW 102S MALO3S
GWOLA G2
12/18/91 12/18/91 12/19/91
TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED
2.0U 19.4 2.0 U 2.0
3.0 U 61.7 39.2 53.4
3.0 1.2 1.0U
151.0 6.0 U 6.0 U
13.4 4.0 U 8. 1
6.1 63.7 10.9
1.0 W 24.5 2.9
113.0 44.8 139.0
65.5 14.0 U 15.9
1.8 1.0 U 1.0
1.0 U 1.1 1.6
56. 1 3.0 U 3.0 U
4.5 92.6 29.8
3.0 U NR 3.0 W

MALO3S

12/19/91

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER WELLS

MALO04S
GM2A GM0
12/ 19/ 91
FI LTERED
2.0 W
35.9J
1.0W
6.0 W 80.4
4.0 W
U 19.3 J
1.0 W
120.0 J
14.0 W 28.
1.0 W
1.0W
3.0 W
R
NR

MALO4S
GWMO0A

J

133.0

.0

12/ 19/ 9i

16.0



SHALLOW GROUNDWATER WELLS

LOCATI ON MALO5S MALO5S MALO6S MAL06S MALO1D MALO1D
SAMPLE | D GW3 GW3A G\ 1 GWL1A GWo6
DATE SAMPLED 12/17/91 12/17/91 12/18/91 12/18/91 12/19/91
SAMPLE TYPE TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED
I NORGANI CS (ng/ L) (4, 5)
ARSENI C 7.0 2.0 W 4.6 R
8 (6) 50(7)
BARI UM 131.0 J 30.4 131.0 64.8
2000 (6) 2000
BERYLLI UM 1.6 J 1.0U 1.0 U 1.0uU
20 (6) 4
CHROM UM (total) 57.8 J 6.0 U 62.3 6.0 U
(6) 100
COBALT 23.7 13 4.0 U 9.4 4.0 U
NC (6) NC
COPPER 8.2 4.3 23.0 5.4
1000 (6) 1300
LEAD 6.9 J 1.0U 19.9 1.0
10 (6) 15
MANGANESE 231.0 90.8 J 172.0 157.0
(6) -
NI CKEL 95.9 J 14.0 W 139.0 142.0
100( 6) (6) 100
SELENI UM 1.0 W 1.0U 1.0 U 1.0 U
50 (6) 50
THALLI UM 1.4 1.5 1.0 U 1.0 U
10 (6) 2
VANADI UM 19.4 J 3.0 U 18.3 3.0 U
NC (6) NC
ZI NC 172.0 J 18.3 J 37.9 16.9
5000 (6) --
CYANI DE 3.0 W NR 3.0 U NR
200 (6) 200
Not es:

U = NOT DETECTED, J = ESTIMATED VALUE, NR = ANALYSI S NOT REQUI RED, NC = NO CRI TERI ON.

Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.

(1) - NDGMQ criteria based on values in NJAC 7:9.6 for class |l-A waters.

(2) - NJ primary drinking water MCLs (NJAC 7:10-16.7(a)).

(3) - Federal MCLs (40 CFR 141.61).

(4) - Contaminants |listed are those detected in groundwater sanples

(5) - TAL crustal abundant netals (alum num calcium iron, magnesium potassium and sodiun) not tabul ated.
(6) - NJ Adopts federal standards for inorganics (per NJAC 7:10 5.1)

O d MCL from 40 CFR 141.11.

—
~

MAL02D

GWOGA
12/19/91

TOTAL

136.0 J

155.0

88.

1.0uU

71.5

1.0U

Table 3
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
GROUNDWATER SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

Page 3 of 3
DEEP GROUNDWATER VELLS
MALO2D MALO3D MALO3D GROUNDWATER  QUALI TY
GWo2 GW02A o3 GWL3A CRI TERI ON
12/17/91 12/17/91 12/ 19/ 91 12/19/91
FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED NJ GWQC( 1) NJ MCLs(2) U.S. MCLs(3)
4.7 3.3 2.8 2.0 W 2.0U 2.0U
85.7 42.8 41.0 J 30.3 27.4
1.0 U 1.0U 1.0 W 1.0 U 1.0 U
6.0 U 6.0 U 6.0 U 6.0 WJ 6.0 U 100
u 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 W 4.0 U 4.0 U
5.8 2.0 U 2.0 U 2.8 U 11.9 2.0 U
1.0 W 1.0 W 1.0 U 1.0 W 17. 4 1.0 W
128.0 132.0 135.0 J 80.2 77. 4 50
14.0 U 18.3 20.1 3 14.0 U 14.0 U
1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 W 1.0 U 1.0 U
V] 1.8 J 1.0 U 1.0 W 1.0 U 1.0 W
3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 W 3.0 U 3.0 U
6.8 3.0 U 6.8 7.6 J 3.1 4.1
NR 5.0 NR 3.0 U NR



SAVPLE | D
SAMPLE LOCATI ON
soL
DATE SAMPLED
DEPTH ( FT)
CONCENTRATI ON( 3)

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg) (1)

TOTAL NUMBER OF TICS
TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)

TOTAL NUMBER OF TICS
TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON
Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons (ng/kg)

Total Organic Carbon (ng/kg)

METALS (rmo/kg) (1, 2)
ARSENI C
34.2
BARI UM
1500( 4)
BERYLLI UM

CHROM UM
41. 4
COBALT
10. 6(5)
LEAD

MANGANESE
208
NI CKEL
15.2
VANADI UM
47.2
ZI NC

70.2

Not es:
U = NOT DETECTED, J =

Table 4
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK AREAS SO L SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

SBO7
UST1-6

SBC8
UST #7/8

SBO1 SBO3 SBO6

UST 1-6 UST #7/8 UST #9 UST#9

10/ 18/ 91 10/ 16/ 91
6 -8 6 -8

10/ 18/ 91 10/ 18/ 91

6 - 8

10/ 21/ 91 10/ 16/ 91
NO TARGET VOLATILE ORGANI CS DETECTED I N ANY SAMPLE --

1 0 0 0 0
11 0 0 0 0

NO TARGET SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS DETECTED | N ANY SAMPLE
6 3 1 0 3

807 150 0 464
33.11 25 ) 25 ) 25 ) 250

23. 350

639 J 903 J 777 J 608 J 816 J

16.4 J 10.5 J 6.7 J
12. 4 11.5 7.5 10. 2 19.1
0.5 U

48.5 J 39.9

400( 6)

29.2 10.3 5.3 3.9 3.1

19.9 23.9 18.4 51.3 28.1

24. 4 18.0 16.9 38.1 21.

ESTI MATED VALUE, R = REJECTED BY VALI DATI ON

Shadi ng indi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.

(1) - Contaminants listed are those defected in soil
(2) - TAL crustal abundard nmetals (alum num calcium
(3) - Inorganics soil

(4) - Shacklette, H T. and Boerngen.

(5) - Tedrow. J.C. F.. 1986.

—
o

background data from NJDEPE, 1993 except where noted. Values are 2x |ocal
J. G 1984. Maxi mum background | evel
Maxi mum background/ 2 x maxi mum background in New Jersey Sassafras Soils
EPA | ead screening criterion (OSWER Directive 9355.4-12.

sanpl es.

iron, magnesium potassium and sodiun) not tabul ated.
maxi mum

in eastern U.S. soils.

1994)

SBOO

25 )

663 J

31.1J

21.

20.3

BACKGROUND

.5

.3

6 -

10.

.6

8

27.



SAMPLE | D
SO L BACKGROUND
SAMPLE LOCATI ON
CONCENTRATI ON
DATE SAMPLED

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg) (1)
METHYLENE CHLORI DE

ACETONE
2- BUTANONE
TOLUENE

XYLENES ( TOTAL)

TOTAL NUMBER OF VOC TICS
TOTAL VOC TI C CONCENTRATI ON
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
2- METHYLNAPHTHAL ENE
4,000- 13, 000( 2, 3)
BUTYLBENZYL PHTHALATE
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE

TOTAL NUMBER OF SV TICS
TOTAL SV TI C CONCENTRATI ON

TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS ( TPHC) ng/ k
TOTAL ORGANI CS (VOC + SVOC + TPHC) (ng/ kg)
TOTAL ORGANI C CARBON (TOC) my/ kg
| NORGANI CS (mg/ kg) (1, 4, 5)

ARSENI C

34.2
BARI UM

1, 500( 6)
BERYLLI UM
2.14
CHROM UM
41.4

COBALT

10. 6(7)
COPPER

11.1
LEAD
400( 8)
MANGANESE
208

NI CKEL

15.2
VANADI UM

47.2
ZINC
70.2

TCL DATA
TCLP VOLATI LE ORGANI CS

TCLP SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
TCLP PESTI Cl DES/ HERBI Cl DES

TCLP REGULATORY

Table 5
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER S| TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
FORMER WASHWATER COLLECTION PIT SO L SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

SURFACE SO L SAMPLES

SS03 SS04 SS05
PIT PIT PIT
10/17/91 10/ 17/ 91 10/17/91 10/ 31/91
30 W 31 W 28 W
33 W 29 W 25 W
11 v 11 v 11 v
11 u 11 u 11 u
11 v 1 v 11 U
0 0 0
0 0 0
360 U 710 U 9,300 U 3,300 J
360 W 200 J 9,300 U 38,000 J
360 U 4,600 B 9,300 U 12,000 W
360 U 1,100 56, 000 65,000 J
6 21 20
3,430 36,710 556, 900 834, 000
357 2,130 J 1,160 R
38 2,168 1,773 940
2,290 J 4,330 J 9,560 J 11,000 J
0.9 W 3.8 3.4
12.3 22.8 57.3
0.4 U 0.5 0.9
12.8 J 40.1 21.3 1]
2.0U 2.7 2.1 U
2.5 2.7 11.1
3.8 30.3J 61.3 J
22.0 34.6 146.0
4.9 U 4.8 U 50U
13.9 33.4 16.7
10.1 36.5 61.
NO TCLP VOLATI LES DETECTED N A
NO TCL P SEM VOLATILE S DETECTED N A
NO TCLP PESTI ClI DE S/ HERBI CI DES DETECTED N A

MALO6S

SB18
170 J
10 J
317
51
0
23
4.6
25.9
0.9
85.5 J
3.4
11.2
34.9
21.2
6.8
30.0



TCLP METALS (ug/!)

BARI UM 209 436 388
100, 000
CADM UM 2.5 U 4.0 3.0
1,000
LEAD 2.1W 12.7 3 22.3 1
5,000

Not es:
U = NOT DETECTED, J = ESTI MATED VALUE, NC = NO CRITERION, N/ A = NOT ANALYZED, R = REJECTED BY VALI DATI ON.
Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.

(1) = Contaminants listed are those detected in soil sanples.

(2) = ATSDR. Toxicological Profile for Benzo(a)anthracene, 1990

(3) = Total Polynuclear Aromatics

(4) = TAL crustal abundant netals (alum num calcium iron, nagnesium potassium and sodium not tabulated.
(5) = Inorganics soil background data from NJDEPE 1993 except where noted. Values are 2x |ocal maxi mum

(6) = Shacklette. H T. and Boerngen, J.G, 1984 Maxi num background | evel in eastern US soils.

(7) = Tedrow. J.C.F.,1986 Maxi num background/ 2x maxi mum background in New Jersey Sassafras Soils

EPA | ead screening criterion (OSWER Directive 9355.4-12. 1994)



Table 6

KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

UNPAVED OPERATI ONS LOT SO L SAMPLE DATA
Page 1 of 2

SAVPLE | D
SAVPLE LOCATI ON
DATE SAVPLED

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg) 1
METHYLENE CHLORI DE
1, 2- Dl CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL)
2- BUTANONE
ACETONE
TOLUENE
XYLENES ( TOTAL)
VI NYL CHLORI DE

TOTAL NUMBER OF VCC TI CS
TOTAL VCC TI C CONCENTRATI ON

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
CARBAZOLE

Pht hal at es
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE
Dl - N- BUTYLPHTHALATE
Dl - N OCTYLPHTHALATE
TOTAL PHTHALATES

Pol ynucl ear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
2- METHYLNAPHTHAL ENE
ACENAPHTHAYLENE
ANTHRACENE
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE
BENZQ( A) PYRENE
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE
BENZQ( K) FLUORANTHENE
BENZQ( G H, | ) PERYLENE
CHRYSENE
DI BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE
FLUORANTHENE
| NDENQ( 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE
NAPHTHALATE
PHENANTHRENE
PYRENE

SUMVARY

SS01
10/ 17/ 91

28
13
13
28
13
13
13

0
0

83

430
330
430
220
550

87

64
110
440
370
820
820
350
420
140
670
280

68
300
530

gccgccg

SS06
COWPCSI TE
10/ 22/ 91

67
11
99
11
65
1600
11

11
389

SURFACE SO L

SS07
COWPCSI TE
10/ 22/ 91

110
11
13
11
11
11
11

EOPCECEE

8
441

NR

37,000
930
3100
690
37,930

cCccc

690
690
690
690
690
690
690
690
690
690
450
690
690
720
500

ccccccccccccccc

ccccccg

J

U

cCc«Ccccccccccc

(&

SS08
COWPCSI TE
10/ 22/ 91

140
3
52
220
12
11
11

9
469

NR

9000
17, 000
2700
720

26, 000

720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720
720

CEETETE

cCc«

ccccccccccccccc

SS09
MALO2S
10/ 16/ 91

55
11
11
24
11
11
11

0
0

370

390
120
370
190
310

180
370
370
170
160
350
350
180
390
370
310
110
130
260
240

cccggcg

“CcC«C

cCc«
X X

[ SR SR SER IR Y

(S S S S



TOTAL PAHs
TOTAL NUMBER OF SV TICS
TOTAL SV Tl C CONCENTRATI ON
TOT. PET. HYDROCARBON( TPHC) ( g/ kg)
TOT. ORGANI CS( VOC+SVOC+TPHC) ( mg/ kg)
TOT ORGANI C CARBON ( g/ kg)
VETALS( ng/ kg)
Arseni c
Bari um
Berllium
Cadm um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Lead
Manganese
N ckel
Vanadi um
Zi nc
Cyani de
TCLP RESULTS(ug/ L)
TCLP VOLATI LE ORGAN CS
TRI CHLORCETHENE
TCLP SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
TCLP PESTI Cl DES/ HERBI ClI DES
TCLP METALS

Bari um
Cadm um
Lead
Not es:
U = NOT DETECTED.
J = ESTI MATED VALUE
R = REJECTED( UNUSABLE DATUM) .

NR = NOT REPORTED.
NA = NOT ANALYZED.

X = ANALYTES CCELUTE AS | NDI STI NGU SHABLE | SOVERS. VALUE REPRESENTS COVBI NED CONCENTRATI ON.

Shadi ng i ndi cat es exceedances of applicable criterion.

4, 649

6, 260

1,510 J

1,522
251,000 J

93.

24,
10.
116.
340.
287.
12.
40.
201.

OCONOWOOOWUIoOOoO MO

5 W
NONE DETECTED
NONE DETECTED

5

5
4
0

o O

J
3 J

(1) = Contamnants listed are those detected in soi

0

5

9, 300
11, 600
11,611
90, 505

32.
0.
1

18.
1
8.

35.

78.
2.

12.

39.
0.

QOO WNRWNNPFRPOION

N A
N A
N A

N A
N A
N A

sanpl es.

1, 220

57, 800
56 J

154
8,980 J

27.

23.

13.
41.
158.

19.
36.

N~NOUIO~NR~NRRPOAN

5 W
NONE DETECTED
NONE DETECTED

3

3
3
5

©O©OonN

J
J

0

9
60, 800
21, 000
21, 088
93, 705

5.
35.
0.
1
35.
1
5.
32.
89.
3.
21.
46.
0.

OFRPUJUDTWNONNORFR, OOO

N A
N A
N A

N A
N A
N A

2,480
15, 600
1,100 J

1,118
63,500 J

59.

25.
26.
104.

21.
94.

P 00O OgNA~MOOUINN

26 J
NONE DETECTED
NONE DETECTED

3

3
6
9

N OO

J
2 J



Table 6
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
UNPAVED OPERATI ONS LOT SO L SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

Page 2 of 2
SUBSURFACE SO L
SAMPLE | D SBO5 SB17
SAMPLE LOCATI ON OPERATI ONS LOT MALO5S
DATE SAMPLED 10/ 30/ 91 10/ 23/ 91
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS( ug/ kg)
METHYLENE CHLORI DE 7 3J 95 W
1, 2- Dl CHLORCETHENE 6 J 12 U
2- BUTANONE 12 U 37
ACETONE 89 J 13 U
TOLUENE 31J 12 U
XYLENES ( TOTAL) 12 U 12 U
VI NYL CHLORI DE 11 J 12 U
TOTAL NUMBER OF VOC TI CS 1 2
TOTAL VOC Tl C CONCENTRATI ON 40 30
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS(ug/ kg)
CARBAZOLE 400 U NR
Pht hal at es
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 400 U 740 U
BUTYLBENZLPHTHALATE 400 U 740 U
DI - N- BUTYLPHTHALATE 400 U 12,000 J
DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE 400 U 740 U
TOTAL PHTHALATES 0 12, 000
Pol ynucl ear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
2- METHYLNAPHTHALATE 400 U 740 U
ACENAPHTHYLENE 400 U 740 U
ANTHRACENE 400 U 740 U
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE 400 U 740 U
BENZQ( A) PYRENE 400 U 740 U
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE 400 U 740 U
BENZQ( K) FLUORANTHENE 400 U 740 U
BENZQ( G H, | ) PERYLENE 400 U 740 U
CHRYSENE 400 U 740 U
DI BENZQ( A, H) ANTHRACENE 400 U 740 U
FLUORANTHENE 400 U 740 U
| NDENQ( 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE 400 U 740 U
NAPHTHALENE 400 U 740 U
PHENANTHRENE 400 U 740 U
PYRENE 400 U 740 U



TOTAL PAHs
TOTAL NUMBER OF SV TICS
TOTAL SV Tl C CONCENTRATI ON
TOT. PET. HYDRODCARBON( TPHC) ( ng/ kg)
TOT. ORGANI CS( VOC+SVOC+TPHC) ( g/ kg)
TOT. ORGANI C CARBON( ng/ kg)
VETALS( ng/ kg)
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl | ium
Cadm um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Lead
Manganese
N ckel
Vanadi um
Zi nc
Cyani de
TCLP RESULTS (ug/L)
TCLP VOLATI LE ORGAN CS
TRI CHLORCETHENE
TCLP SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
TCLP PESTI Cl DES/ HERBI Cl DES
TCLP METALS
Bari um
Cadmi um
Lead

NOT DETECTED.

ESTI MATED VALUE.

REJECTED ( UNSABLE DATW) .
NR = NOT REPCRTED.

NA = NOT ANALYZED.

n«C
nnn

X = ANALYTES CCELUTE AS | NDI STI NGUI SHABLE | SOVERS. VALUE REPRESENTS COVBI NED CONCENTRATI ON.
Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedances of applicable criterion.

(1) - Contaminants listed are those detected in soil

907
357 J

738

©
OCUIUOIRFRPWUIOOONNDNN

7810
47.1 J

930 J

[EnY
DO U0k, O WO U 0N O
c



Table 7
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
VARI QUS FACI LI TY AREAS SO L SAMPLE DATA SUWARY

SURFACE SO L SAMPLES SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLES
SAMPLE I D SS02 SS10 SS11 SB04 SB10 SB12 SB15
SAMPLE LOCATI ON SEPTI C SPA LS DRUVB SEPTI C MALO1S MALO2S MALO3D
DATE SAMPLED 10/ 17/ 91 10/ 17/ 91 10/ 18/ 91 10/ 18/ 91 10/ 22/ 91 10/ 22/ 91 10/ 30/ 91
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg) (1)
METHYLENE CHLORI DE 36 W 62 W 27 W 61 W 120 W 88 W 6 J
2- BUTANONE 11 U 13 U 13 U 12 W 13 12 U 12 U
TOTAL NUMBER OF VOC TI CS 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
TOTAL VOC Tl C CONCENTRATI ON 0 0 0 0 22 11 0
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg) (1)
Pol unucl ear Aromati c Hydrocar bons
NAPHTHAL ENE 50 J 430 U 420 U 390 U 720 U 740 U 380 U
PHENANTHRENE 63 J 430 U 420 U 390 U 720 U 740 U 380 U
FLUCRANTHENE 60 J 430 U 420 U 390 U 720 U 740 U 380 U
PYRENE 64 J 430 U 420 U 390 U 720 U 740 U 380 U
TOTAL PAHS 237 J 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pht hal at es
BUTYLBENZLPHTHALATE 60 J 430 U 110 J 390 U 720 U 740 U 380 U
Dl - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE 320 J 66 J 820 390 U 720 U 740 U 380 U
TOTAL NUMBER OF SV TICS 20 7 20 1 4 3 2
TOTAL SV TI C CONCENTRATI ON 9280 1091 17700 400 4250 4900 217
TOT. PET. HYDRODCARBON( TPHC) ( g/ kg) 191 JQ 320 JQ 72 J 200 J 47 34 7 25 W
TOT. ORGANI CS( VOC+SVOC+TPHC) my/ kg 201 331 91 200 51 41 0.2
TOT. ORGANI C CARBON\( g/ kQg) 5,950 J 1,780 J 8,290 J 2,180 J 1,120 J 1,240 J 932 J
I NORGANI CS (ng/ kg)
ARSEN C 4.1 J 2.6 J 3.0J 10.0 J 9.0 8.4 8.4
BARI UM 37.0 20.9 34.2 11.3 12.5 17.2 11.3
BERYLLI UM 0.6 0.5 U 0.6 0.5 U 0.6 0.4 0.4
CHROM UM 24.6 J 11.9 J 28.11J 41.6 J 44. 4 34.0 50.6 J
COBALT 2.0 U 2.4 2.2 U 2.2 U 1.2 U 1.2 U 1.8 U
COPPER 5.4 14.6 1.9 U 1.9 U 1.4 U 1.7 15.3
LEAD 39.8 J 12.4 J 29.9 J 2.4 ] 2.7 4.8 J 2.5
MANGANESE 122.0 92.1 112.0 8.8 20.1 51.4 9.8
NI CKEL 4.9 U 5.8 U 5.3 U 5.3 U 2.8 2.6 2.1 U
VANADI UM 18.8 12.1 19.1 22.5 19.7 16. 2 21.0
ZI NC 40. 8 24.6 42.6 17.1 15.8 J 13.2 J 10.9
CYAN DE 0.6 U 0.7 0.6 U 0.6 U 10 0.7 57U



g
[¢]
[%2])

NOT DETECTED.

ESTI MATED VALUE.

REJECTED BY VALI DATI ON.

NC = NO CRI TERI ON.

Q = QUANTI TATI ON SUSPECT(concentration in diluted anal ysis was below reliable quantitation limt).

0« C
inonon

Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.

(1) - Contaminants listed are those detected in soil sanples.



Table 8

KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

SURFACE WATER SAVPLE DATA SUMVARY
Page 1 of 2

AQUATI C ENVI RONVENT LOCATI ONS
SAMPLE LOCATI ON

Upst ream
SAMPLE | D
SW3
DATE SAMPLED

12/ 17/ 91 G&OLD BOXK

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ 1) (3)
METHYLENE CHLORI DE

TOTAL NUVBER OF TICS
TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ 1) (3)
PHENCL
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
DI - N OCTYLPHTHALATE

TOTAL NUMBER OF TICS

TOTAL TI C CONCENTRATI ON
WET CHEM STRY ANALYTES(ng/|)

Total Suspended Solids

Total Dissolved Solids

Chl ori de

MBAS( Sur f act ant s)

Nitrate(NOB as N

Cheni cal Oxygen Demand

Bi ochem cal Oxygen Demand

Tot al Petrol eum Hydr ocar bons
FI ELD MEASUREMENTS

Tenper at ure(C

Di ssol ved Oxygen (ng/l)

pH( St andard Units)

Eh(nv)

Conducti vi ty(unmho/ cm

SURFACE WATER

FRESHWATER CHRONI C

AQUATI C CRI TERI ON

39

10
10
10
10

NJ SWC

BJ

ggcc

16

10
10
10
10

gccc

DI SCHARGE LOCATI ONS
Bar ker' s Br ook

Intermttent Dr ai nage
Downst r eam M dstream
St ream D tch
SW1 SW2
sSW4 SW5 SW6
12/ 17/ 91 12/ 17/ 91
12/ 18/ 91 12/ 18/ 91 12/ 18/ 91
10 W 47 2.49 10 W 10 W 10 W
0 - - 0 0 0
0 - - 0 0 0
10 U 2560 20, 900 10 U 1 1
10 U 3 239 10 W 10 W 2]
10 W 4 1.76 3 10 W 10 W
10 W 360(2) - 6 J 10 W 140 JD
0 - - 14 2 20
0 - - 90 10 1565
12.6 (7) 25 33.1 55.2 1027.8 J
30 (7) 500 450 230 710
16. 3 230 250 114 62.5 250.0
0.25 U - 10, 000 1.6 0.25 U 0.25 U
1.3 10 - 0.98 0.55 1.6
5.8 - - 262 57.2 328
1.9 U - - 48 1.4 U 7.1
0.3 U - (7) 0.3 U 0.3 U 0.9 U
3.0 (7) +1.7 30 4.0 35
10.2 (7) 5.0 4,2 5.0 6.1
6. 50 6.5-9.0 6.5-8.5 6.51 4,76 7.37
80.0 - - 134.2 95.0 71.6
90 - - 160 345 900



Not es:

U=NOT DETECTED.

J=ESTI MATED VALUE.

R=REJECTED BY VALI DATI ON.

D=VALUE FROM SECONDARY DI LUTI ON.

(1)-CGol d Book values fromQuality Criteria for water-1992, USEPA

(2)-New Jersey FW2 Surface Water Quality Criteria fromNJAC 7:9B - 1.14

(3)-Contam nants listed are those detected in soil sanples.

(4)-Insufficient data; value is | owest observed effect |evel (LCEL) for phthal ate esters.
(5)-Proposed criterion.

(6)-No criterion for protection of aquatic life; value shown is for protection of human health by consunption of water.
(7)-No gerneral numerical criterion; narrative statenent in docunent.

(8)-No published criterion; value shown is recalculated fromIR'S, 9/90.

(9)-No change greater than 1.7"C (3"F).

(10)-24 hour average (mninmun); 4.0 ng/l at any time. OCriterion for non-trout waters.



Table 8
KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
SURFACE WATER SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

Page 2 of 2

AQUATI C ENVI RONIVENT LOCATI ONS DI SCHARGE LOCATI ONS

SAMPLE LOCATI ON BARKER S BROOK
SURFACE WATER | NTERM TTENT STREAM DI TCH
SAMPLE | D SW1 SW1A SW2 SW2A SwW3 SW3A
FRESH CHRONI C SW4 SW4A SW5 SW5A SW6 SW6A
DATE SAVPLED 12/ 17/ 91 12/ 17/ 91 12/ 17/ 91 12/ 17/ 91 12/ 17/ 91 12/ 17/ 91
AQUATI C CRI TERI A 12/18/91 12/ 18/ 91 12/18/91 12/18/91 12/18/91 12/ 18/ 91
SAMPLE TYPE TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED Col d Book
TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED TOTAL FI LTERED

| NORGANI CS( g/ L) ( 3)

ARSEN C 2.0 W 2.0 W 2.0 W 2.0 W 2.0 W 2.0 W 190 0.017 3.5 2.0J 2.0 2.3 8.1 2.
BARI UM 31.7 J 30.1 31.9 30.2 32.2 92.5 ] 1000( 5) 2000( 5) 7.3 30 U 22.8 10.3 380.0 27.
BERYLLI UM 1.0 W 1.0U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 W 53(6) - 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.O0U 4.3 1.
CADM UM 3.0 W 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 W 1.1 10(5) 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 10.2 3.
CHROM UM 6.0 W 6.0 U 6.0 U 6.0 U 6.0 U 6.0 W 210 160 12. 3 6.0 U 6.0 U 6.0 U 130.0 6.
COBALT 4.0 W 4,0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 210 J - - 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U 10.6 4,
COPPER 2.0 W 7.7 2.0 U 9.1 2.0 U 50 J 12 - 13.6 6.1 12.2 5.2 148.0 J 6.
LEAD 1.0 W 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 W 3.2 5(5) 10.9 3.5 17.7 5.6 J 430.0 6.
MANGANESE 90.6 J 90. 8 91.4 91.4 R R 50 100 103.0 84.0 108.0 85.2 783.0 161.
MERCURY 0.1 W 0.1 W 0.1 W 0.1 W 0.1 W 0.1 W 0.012 0. 144 0.1 0.2 0.1 W 0.1 W 0.3 0.
NI CKEL 14.0 W 14.0 U 14.0U 14.0 U R R 160 516 14.0 U 14.0U 14.0U 14.0U 37.8 14.
SELENI UM 1.0 W 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 W 50 10(5) 1.1 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.oU 1.0W 1.
THALLI UM 1.2 1.0 U 1.2 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.1 U 40 1.7 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0U 1.0U 1.o0W 1.
VANADI UM 3.1 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 W - - 11.2 5.2 5.6 3.0 U 96.7 3.
ZI NC 17.5 J 21.0 J 18.7 19.1 R R 110 - 94. 2 26.0 61.3 41.6 852.0 51.
Not es:

U = NOT DETECTED,

J = ESTI MATED VALUE,

R = REJECTED BY VALI DATI QN,

D = VALUE FROM SECONDARY DI LUTI ON.

(1) - CGold Book values fromQuality Criteria for water - 1992, USEPA
(2) - New Jersey FW?2 Surface Water Qua;ity Oriteria from NJAC 7:9B - 1.14.

(3) - Contaminants listed are those detected in soil sanples.

WOOOORPROPRMNOOOOOOO®
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(4) - TAL crustal abundant metal s (alumnum calcium iron, magnesum potassium and sodiun) not tabul ated.
(5) Criterion based on protection of human health as drinki ng water source.
(6) Insufficient data; value is Lowest (bserved Effect Level (LCEL).

(7) Value is for irrvalent chromum



Table 9
KAUFFMAN AND M NTEER SI TE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
SURFACE WATER BCDY SEDI MENT AND SO L SAMPLE DATA SUMVARY

SAMPLE LOCATI ON Bar ker's Brook NQAA NOAA Intermttent Ditch
Sedi ment ER- L ER-M Stream Sedi ment
SAVPLE | D SDOo1 SD02 SD03 CQui del ine CGuideline SDbo4 SD05 SD06
VOLATI LE ORGAN CS(ug/ kg)
CARBON DI SULFI DE 37 15 U 15 U NC NC 2] 15 W 8
Chiorinated Aliphatics
VI NYL CHLORI DE 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC 14 W 15 W 830
METHYLENE CHLORI DE 17 U 2] 9J NC NC 19 J 15 W 14
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHENE 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC 14 W 15 W 16
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL) 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC 14 W 15 W 27,000
THRI CHLORCETHENE 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC R 15 W 58
TETRACHLOROETHENE 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC 14 W R 19
BTEX Conpounds
BENZENE 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC R 15 W 18
TOLUENE 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC 2 R 97, 000
ETHYLBENZENE 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC 14 W R 35, 000
XYLENES ( TOTAL) 17 U 15 U 15 U NC NC 14 W R 160, 000
Ket ones
ACETONE 590 D 180 W 170 U NC NC 92 W 64 W 280
2- BUTANONE 220 47 34 U NC NC 17 W 15 W 120
TOTAL VOLATILE TICS 2 0 0 NC NC 8 10 10
VOLATI LE TI C CONCENTRATI ON 52 0 0 NC NC 622 1201 5,920
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
Pol ynucl ear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
ACENAPHTHENE 570 U 500 U 76 J 150 650 19,000 U 100, 000 U 440, 000
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE 94 J 500 U 510 U 230 1, 600 19,000 U 100, 000 U 440, 000
BENZQ( A) PYRENE 72 J 500 U 510 U 400 2,500 19,000 U 100, 000 U 440, 000
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE 130 J 500 U 100 J NC NC 19,000 U 100,000 U 440, 000
CHRYSENE 100 J 500 U 510 U 400 2, 800 19,000 U 100, 000 U 440, 000
FLUCRANTHENE 150 J 500 U 150 J 600 3, 600 19,000 U 100, 000 U 440, 000
PHENANTHRENE 93 J 78 J 510 U 225 1, 380 19,000 U 100,000 U 440, 000
PYRENE 240 J 62 J 130 J 350 2,200 19,000 U 100,000 U 440, 000

Total PAHs 879 140 456 4, 000 35, 000 0 0 0

cccccccc



Pht hal at es
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE
DI ETHYLPHTHALATE
Dl - N BUTYLPHTHALATE
Dl - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE
Total Pht hal at es

TOTAL NUMBER OF SV TICS

TOTAL SV TI C CONCENTRATI ON
Tot . Pet r ol eum Hydr ocar bon ( TPHC) ( g/ kg)
TOT. ORGANI C( VOC+SVOC+TPHC) ( g/ kg)
TOTAL ORGANI C CARBON ( g/ kg)
I NORGANI CS (g/ kg) (1) (2)

ANTI MONY

ARSEN C

BARI UM

BERYLLI UM

CADM UM

CHROM UM

COBALT

COPPER

LEAD

MANGANESE

MERCURY

NI CKEL

SELENI UM

VANADI UM

ZI NC
Not es
U = NOT DETECTED
J ESTI MATED VALUE
R = REJECTED (UNUSABLE) DATUM
NC = NO CRI TERI ON.

Shadi ng i ndi cates exceedance of applicable criterion.

570
63
960
540
1, 563

18
37,590
5, 360
5,401
26, 300
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(1) - Contaminants listed are those detected in soi

(2) - TAL crustal abundant netals (al um num cal cium

iron,

500
500
930
140
1,070

18
12,750
131
145
7460

4]
CQUITOO0OFRPRNOWNOONOR O

108.

sanpl es.

510
510
700
510
700

18
14, 390
83
98
47, 600

4.
5

[6)]
O ~NONNWORFR OU1ITO 00 UTOo Ul

66666 66666

w
w N

58055

ZZ85ZRS

120

66666 66666

©cBEAS

145

390
110

1.3
50

270

72, 000
19, 000
19, 000
91, 000
163, 000

20

1, 115, 000
21, 000
22,279
15, 600

3.
13.
13.

o
©or
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[

N
whorORrONE

w b

magnesi um potassium and sodi um) not tabul at ed.

U
U

J

S

c

C

73, 000
100, 000
100, 000
350, 000
423, 000

20

2, 558, 000
57, 200
60, 482
73, 800

3
10.
168.
1.

2
103.
4.
43.
385.
168.

12.

54.
283.

QWO ~NONOOWOWWOWOWWOWO DM

J 2, 300, 000

U 440, 000 U

V) 440, 000 U
1, 900, 000
4, 200, 000

20
22,580, 000
J 85,400 J
112, 185
55, 300

[

3

9

86

1

1

98
3.
28.
125.
127.

10

53
180
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Tabl e 10
SUMVARY OF COVPOUNDS CF CONCERN I N SURFACE SA LS
BASED ON CONCENTRATI OV TOXI G TY SCREENI NG AND RI SK BASED CONCENTRATI ONS

Pot enti al Conpounds of Concern Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conpound Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conpound
in Surface Soils(1) Resi dential Soil Ingestion(2) Conc. of Concern(3) Anbient Air Air Conc. of Concern
(no/ ko) (no/ kg) (ug/ nB) (ug/ n8)
I NORGANI CS
BERYLLI UM 0. 015 1.70 Yes 7. 50E- 05 1. 66E-04 Yes
CADM UM 3.9 0.88 9. 90E- 05 8. 58E- 05
CHROM UM (O 111 @85% 84. 32 2. 10E-04 8. 22E- 03 Yes
CHROM UM (O VI @15% 39 14. 88 1. 50E- 05 1. 45E- 03 Yes
COPPER 290 116. 00 1. 40E+01 1.13E-02
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE 70 54.70 3. 30E+00 5. 33E. 03
ZI NC AND COVPOUNDS 2300 201. 00 1. 10E+02 1. 96E. 02
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE 0. 088 0. 44 Yes 1. O0E- 03 4. 29E. 05
BENZQ( A) PYRENE 0. 0088 0. 37 Yes 1. 00E- 04 3.61E-05
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE 0. 088 0. 82 Yes 1. O0E- 03 8. 00E- 05
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 4.6 58. 00 Yes 4. 50E- 02 5. 66E- 03
BUTYLBENZYLPHATHALATE 1600 270.00 7. 30E+01 2. 63E-02
Dl - N CCTYLPHTHALATE 160 500. 00 Yes 7. 30E+00 4. 88E- 02
DI BENZO( A, H) ANTHRACENE 0. 0088 0.14 Yes 1. 00E- 04 1. 37E-05
I NDENQ( 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE 0. 088 0. 28 Yes 1. 00E- 03 2. 73E- 05
TI C PHTHALATES Not Avail abl e 2803. 00 Yes Not Avail abl e 2. 73E-01
TI C BENZENE DERI V. Not Avail abl e 162. 00 Yes Not Avail abl e 1. 58E- 02
Not es
(1) Based on concentration/toxicity screening.
(2) Based on a 0.1 hazard quotient or a 10' cancer risk. (USEPA Region IlIl "Ri sk Based Concentration Table, January - June 1995" correspondence by Roy L. Smth, PH D. dated March

1995.)

(3) Indicates selected as a conpound of concern, i.e. , the maxi numconcentration is greater than the risk based concentration



Table 11
SUVVARY OF COVPOUNDS COF CONCERN I N SURFACE SO LS
BASED ON CONCENTRATI QN TOXI G TY SCREENI NG AND RI SK BASED CONCENTRATI ONS

Pot enti al Conpounds of Concern Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conpound Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conpound
in Surface Soils (1) Resi dential Soil Ingestion(2) Conc. O Concern(3) Anbi ent Air(2) Air Conc. of Concern(3)
(ro/ kg) (my/ kg) I ngesti on (mg/ n8) ( g/ nB) I nhal ati on
| NORGANI CS
ANTI MONY 3.1 3.3 Yes 1. 50E-05 3.22E- 04
CHROM UM (Ol 11 @85% 2. 10E-04 8. 37E- 03 Yes
CHROM UM (O VI @ 15% 39 15.2 1. 50E- 05 1. 48E-03 Tes
COPPER 290 12.1 1. 40E+01 1.17E-03
SELENI UM AND COVPOUNDS 39 2.3 1. 80E+00 2. 24E- 04
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE 70 52.8 3. 30E+00 5. 15E- 03
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
TRl CHLORCETHENE 5.8 0.0 1. 00E-01 9. 75E- 08
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
Dl - N CCTYLPHTALATE 160 65.0 7. 30E+00 6. 34E- 03
| SOPHORONE 67 0.0 6. 60E- 01 4. 00E- 06
TI C BENZENE DERI V Not Avail abl e 46.0 4. 49E- 03
TI C PHTHALATES Not Avail abl e 773.0 Yes 7. 54E- 02
Not es
(1) Based on concentration/ toxicity screening.
(2) Based on a 0.1 hazard quotient or a 10-7 cancer risk. (USEPA Region Ill "Ri sk Based Concentration Table, January - June 1995" correspondence by Roy L. Smth, Ph. D. dated March 7

1995.)

(3) Indicates selected as a conpound of concern, i.e. , the maxi numconcentration is greater than the risk based concentrati on.



Tabl e 12
SUVVARY OF COVPOUNDS OF CONCERN | N LAGOON SEDI MENT
BASED ON TOXI G TY SCREENI NG AND RI SK BASED CONCENTRATI ONS

Potential Conmpounds at Concern Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conpound
in Lagoon "1" Resi dential Soil Ingestion(2) Conc. of Concern(3)
| NGESTI ON (my/ kg) (mo/ kg)
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 1, 1 - TR CHLORCETHANE 700 1600 Yes
1, 2- CHLOPCETHENE ( TOTAL) 70 1100 Yes
ETHYLBENZENE 780 1300 Yes
TETRACHLORCETHENE 1.2 230 Yes
TOLUENE 1600 2200 Yes
TRl CHLOROETHENE 5.8 3100 Yes
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 1600 31000 Yes
DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE 160 4400 Yes
TI C BENZENE DER! V. Not Avail abl e 680 Yes
TI C PHTHALATES Not Avail abl e 6660 Yes
Pot enti al Compounds of Cancer Ri sk Based Concentrations On -Site Receptor On-Site Receptor Of-Site Receptor Of-Site Receptor
i n Lagoon(4) Anbi ent Air(2) Maxi mum Conc. ( 5) Conpound of Maxi mum Conc. ( 3) Corpound of
I NHALATI ON (ug/ nB) (ug/ nB) Concern(3) (ug/ nB) Concern(2)
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 1- D1CHLORCETHANE 52 9. 7TE+01 Yes 2. 2E+00
1, 2- Dl CHLORCETHENE (TOTAL) 3.7 4. TE+03 Yes 1. 1E+02 Yes
1,1,1 - TRI CHLORCETHANE 100 4. 9E+03 Yes 1. 1E+02 Yes
TRl CHLOROETHENE 0.1 5. 4E+03 Yes 1. 2E+02 Yes
TETRACHLORCETHENE 0.31 1. 4E+02 Yes 3. 3E+00 Yes
TOLUENE 42 7. OE+02 Yes 1. 6E+01
ETHYLBENZENE 100 1. 5E+02 Yes 3. 5E+00
XYLENES (Total ) 730( 8) 5. 2E+02 |.2E+01
SENVOLATI LE ORGANI CS
PHENCL 220 4.1E-01 9. 4E- 03
1, 2- DI CHLOROBENZENE 15 NQ(7) NQ(7)
NAPHTHALENE 15 NQ(7) NQ(7)
2- METHYLNAPHTHALENE Not Avail abl e NQ(7) NQ(7)
ANTHRACENE 110 NQ(7) NQ(7)
DI - N- BUTYLPHTHALATE Not Avail abl e NQ(7) NQ(7)
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 73 NQ(7) NQ(7)

DI - N OCTYLPHTHALATE 7.3 NQ 7) NQ 7)



TI C BENZENE DERI V. Not Avail abl e NQ(7) NQ(7)

TI C PHTHALATES Not Avail abl e NQ(7) NQ(7)
Not es:
(1) Based on concentration/toxicity screening
(2) Based on a 0.1 hazard quotient or a 10-7 cancer risk (USEPA Region Il *Ri sk Based Concentration Table, January-June 1995* correspondence by Roy L. Smith, Ph. D dated March 7,
1995.)
(3) Indicates selected as a conpound of concern, i.e., the maxi numconcentration is greater than the risk based concentrati on.

(4) Only used volatile conpounds which were detected in | agoon sediment at 10 ppmor greater.

(5) Calculated using nodel discussed in text for on-site receptors (USEPA, Quidance Nov. 1992, A Wrkshop on Air Pathway Analysis at Superfund Sites).
(6) Calculated using nodel discussed in text for off-site receptors (USEPA, @Quidance Nov. 1992, A Wrkshop on Air Pathway Analysis at Superfund Sites).
(7) NQ = Not Quantifiable

(8) Risk-based concentration for nixed xyl enes.



Table 13
SUMVARY OF COMPOUNDS COF CONCERN IN DI TCH, MARSH AND | NTERM TTENT STREAM SA LS
BASED ON CONCENTRATI OV TOXI G TY SCREENI NG AND RI SK BASED CONCENTRATI ONS

Potenti al Conpounds of Concern Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conpound
in Marsh(1) Resi dential Soil Ingestion(2) Conc. of Concern(3)
(ol ka) (n/ ko)
| NORGANI CS
ANTI MONY 3.1 3.4 Yes
BERYLLI UM 0. 015 2.3 Yes
CADM UM 3.9 2.8
CHROM UM (O VI @ 15% 39 19. 65
COPPER 290 43.9
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE 70 63.9
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1. 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL) 70 20
VI NYL CHLORI DE 0.034 0.83 Yes
SEM VOLATLE ORGANI CS
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXY) PHTHALATE 4.6 8.6 Yes
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 1600 1950 Yes
Dl - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE 160 1600 Yes
TI C BENZENE DERI V. NA 41 Yes
TI C PHTHALATES NA 9771 Yes
Not es:

(1) Based on concentration/toxicity screening.

(2) Based on a 0.1 hazard quotient or a 10.7 cancer risk. (USEPA Region Ill "R sk Based Concentration Table. January - June 1995" correspondence by Roy L. Snith, Ph.D. dated March
7, 1995.)

(3) Indicates selected as a conpound fo concern, i.e., the maxi numconcentration is greater than the risk based concentrati on.



Tabl e 14
SUVVARY- OF- COVPOUNDS OF CONCERN | N NAVESI NK MARL GROUNDWATER
BASED ON CONCENTRATI QN TOXI G TY SCREENI NG AND RI SK BASED CONCENTRATI ONS

Shower Model
Whol e House Model
Pot enti al Conpounds of Concern Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conmpound Ri sk Based Concentrati ons Maxi mum Conpound Maxi mum Conpound
in Nacasink Mart(1) Tap Water(2) Conc. of Concern(3) Anbrietn Air(2) Air Conc. of Concern(3) Air Conc. of Concern(3)
(ug/1) (ug/ 1) I ngesti on (ug/ nB) (ug/ n8)
I nhal ati on (ug/ n8) I nhal ati on
I NORGANI CS
BERYLLI UM 1. 60E-03 300E+00 Yes  7.50E-05
CHROM WM (Cr VI @ 15% 1. 80E+01  227E+01  Yes 1. 50E-05
COPPER 1. 40E+02 6. 37E+01 1. 40E+01
SELENI UM AND COVPOUNDS 1. 80E+01 1. 80E+00 1. 80E+00
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE 3.30E+01 5.61E+01 Yes  3.30E+00
ZI NC AND COVPOUNDS 1. 10E+03 1. 72E+02 1. 10E+02
CYANI DE, FREE 7.30E+01 6. 90E+00 7. 30E+00
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE 8. 10E+01 4. 00E+00 5.20E+01 9.8E+01  Yes 1. 5E+00
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL) 5. 50E+00 9. 70E+01  Yes  3.30E+00 2.1E+03 Yes 1.1E+01  Yes
TETRACHLORCETHENE 1.10E-01 4.00E+00 Yes 3.10E-01 8.0E+01 Yes 1.3E+00  Yes
TRl CHLORCETHENE 1.60E-01 1.60E+01 Yes 1.00E-01 3.5E+02 Yes 2.9E+00 Yes
VI NYL CHLORI DE 1.90E-03 2.05E+01 Yes 2.10E-03 8.3E+02 Yes 6.3E+00 Yes
BENZENE 3. 60E-02 1.00E+00 2.20E-02 2.4E+01 Yes 3.7E-01 Yes
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
| SOPHORONE 7.10E+00 6.70E+02 Yes 6.60E-01
Not es:
(1) Based on concentration/toxicity screening.
(2) Based on a 0.1 hazard quotient or a 10" cancer risk (USEPA Region Il "R sk Based Concentration Table. January-June 1995" correspondence by Roy L. Smth, Ph.d. dated March 7,

1995.)

(3) Indicates selected as a conpound of concern, i.e., the maxi numconcentration is greater than the risk based concentrati on.



Tabl e 15
SUMVARY OF COVPOUNDS CF CONCERN | N VENONAH- MT. LAUREL GROUNDWATER
BASED ON TOXI G TY SCREENI NG AND RI SK BASED CONCENTRATI ONS

Pot enti al Conpounds of Concern Ri sk Based Concentrations Maxi mum Conpound
in Wnonah-M . Laurel G oundwater (1) Tap Water(2) Conc. of Concern(3)
(ug/L) (ug/L)
I NORGANI CS
CHROM UM (Ol 11 @ 85% 3700 115.6
CHROM WM (O VI @ 15% 18 20.4 Yes
COPPER 140 11.9
CYAN DE, FREE 73 5
Not es:

(1) Based on concentration/loxicity, screening.

(2) Based on a 0.1 hazard quotient or a 10.7 cancer risk. (USEPA Region IIl "R sk Based Concentration Tabl e,
January-June 1995" correspondence by Roy L. Smth, Ph. D. dated March 7, 1995.)

(3) Indicates selected as a conpound of concern. i.e., the maxi numconcentration is greater than the risk
based concentrati on.



Tabl e 16

SUMVARY COF FI NAL COMPQUNDS OF CONCERN

Conpound

| NORGANI CS

ANTI MONY

BERYLLI UM

CHROM UM (O 111 @85%

CHROM UM (O VI @ 15%
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE

VCOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE
1,2 DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL)
1,1, 1- TRRI CHLORCETHANE
TRI CHLORCETHENE
TETRACHLORCETHENE
TOLUENE
ETHYLBENZENE
VI NYL CHLCRI DE
BENZENE

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
BENZO( A) ANTHRACENE
BENZO( A) PYRENE

BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE
DEBENZQ( A, H) ANTHRACENE
I NDENQ( 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE
| SOPHORONE

Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE

Dl - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE

TI C BENZENE DER! V.

TI C PHTHALATES

Not es:

v = Conpound of Concern

Surface Soil

<

< < < < < <

<

FOR ALL MED A

Subsur f ace
Soi |

Mat ri x

Lagoon

<K <K< <K<K <K<K K<

< < < <

Dtch, Marsh &
Stream

< < << < <

Wenonah- M .

Navesi nk Mar |

Laurel



Tabl e 17

KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE

SUWARY OF STATI STI CS FOR COVMPOUNDS OF CONCERN
SURFACE SO LS

FREQUENCY(1) MAXI UMM

oF DETECTED
COVPOUND OCCURRENCE CONC.
I NORGANI CS ( ng/ kg)
BERYLLI UM 11/ 14 1. 70E+00
CHROM UM 5) 14/ 14 9. 92E+01
CHROM UM (O 111 @85%
CHROM UM (O VI @5 %
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS ( ug/ kg)
Dl - N- OCYLPHTHALATE 9/ 14 5. 00E+05
BENZO( A) ANTHRACENE 2/ 14 4. 40E+02
BENZO( A) PYRENE 2/ 14 3. 70E+02
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE 2/ 14 8. 20E+02
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 5/ 14 5. 80E+04
DIl BENZO( A, H) ANTHRACENE 1/ 14 1. 40E+02
I NDENQ( 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE 2/ 14 2. 80E+02
TI C BENZENE DERI V 5/ 14 1. 62E+05
TI C PHTHALATES 6/ 14 2. 80E+06

Not es

(1) Frequency = Number of Detections/Total nunmber of Sanples Anal yzed
(2) Non-detects are incorporated into mean and 95% Upper Confidence Limit cal cul ations as 50% of the Contract Required Detect

(3) Method sel ected based on visual data review (see text for discussion).

GEOVETRI C
MEAN( 2)

OOUON~NO O D

.29E-01
. 65E+01

. 62E+05
. 52E+01
. 42E+01
. 18E+01
. 75E+02
. 13E+01
. 12E+01

LN = | ognor mal

NRPRPRORRREA

AR THVETI C
MEAN( 2)

.10E-01
. 07E+01

. 47E+04
. 48E+02
. 43E+02

88E+02
32E+03
16E+02
33E+02

. 33E+04
. 37E+05

A WWO©Oo Ok

MEHTCD
CF UCL

W TEST STATI STIC

UN-

95% UCL(2) CALC (3) TRANSFORMED TRANSFORMED

49E- 01

. 13E+01
. 51E+00
. 19E+00

. 03E+08
. 56E+02
. 13E+02
. 01E+02
. 44E+07
. 32E+02
. 31E+02

LN
LN

LN
LN
LN
LN
LN
LN
LN

distribution

NoONNNW

. 85E-01
. 7T4E-01

. 89E-01

OOE-01
03E-01
19E-01
59E- 01

. 39E-01

05E-01

(4) The actual high end risk exposure-point concentration used in subsequent calculations is the |esser of the UCL cal cul ated

(5) Chromiumis assunmed to occur as 15?7 chromum (M) and 85% chromium (I11).

NNNNNN®

on Limts (CRDLS)

EXPOSURE
LOG POl NT
CONC. ( 4)
. 26E-01 8. 49E- 01
. 18E-01 4. 13E+01
. 42E-01 5. 00E+05
79E- 01 4. 40E+02
82E- 01 3. 70E+02
82E- 01 8. 20E+02
69E- 01 5. 80E+04
. 61E-01 1. 40E+02
99E- 01 2. 80E+02
1. 62E+05
2. 80E+06

except as noted in the text.

and t he maxi mum val ue det ect ed.



Table 18

KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE

SUMVARY OF STATI STI CS FOR COMPOUNDS OF CONCERN
SURFACE SO LS

FREQUENCY( 1) MAXI UMUM MEHTCD W TEST STATI STI C EXPCSURE
oF DETECTED GEOMVETRI C AR THVETI C OF ucL UN- LOG POl NT

COVPOUND OCCURRENCE CONC. MEAN 2) NEAN 2) 95% UCL(2) CALC (3) TRANSFORVED TRANSFORVED CONC. (4)

| NORGANI C ANALYTES( mg/ kg)

ANTI MONY 1/ 15 3.30E+00 4. 10E+00 4.25E+00 4. 68E+00 8. 25E- 01 6. 84E- 01 3. 30E+00

CHROM UM 5) 15/ 15 1.01E+02 5. 46E+01 5.92E+01  7.35E+01 8. 49E+01 9. 10E- 01 7. 35E+01

CHROM UM (O 111 @85% 6. 25E+01

CHROM UM (O VI @ 15% 1. 10E+01

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS( ug/ kg)

TI C BENZENE DER V 5/15 4.60E+04 9. 37E+03 4. 60E+04

TI C PHTHALATES 2/15 7.73E+05 3. 87E+05 4. 60E+04

Not es

(1) Frequency = Number of Detections/toatal Number of Sanples Anal yzed.

(2) Non-detects are incorporated into mean and 95% Upper cofidence Limt calculations as 50% of the Contract Required Detection Linmts (CRDLs) except as noted in the text.
(3) Method sel ected based on visual data review ( see text for discussion). LN = lognormal distribution

(4) The actual high end risk exposure-point concentration used in subsequent calculations is the | esser of the UCL cal cul ated and the maxi mum val ue det ect ed.

(5) Chromumis assumed to occur as 15% chrom um (V) and 85% chrom um (I111).



Tabl e 19

KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE

SUMVARY OF STATI STI CS FOR COMPOUNDS OF CONCERN
SURFACE SO LS

FREQUENCY( 1) MAXI UMUM METHOD W TEST STATI STI C EXPOSURE
oF DETECTED GEOVETRI C AR THVETI C OF UCL UN- LOG POl NT

COVPOUND OCCURRENCE CONC. NEAN( 2) MEAN( 2) 95% UCL(2) CALC (3) TRANSFORMVED TRANSFORMED CONC. ( 4)
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
ETHYLBENZENE 5/5 1. 30E+06 7. 72E+03 2.62E+05  2.54E+14 LN 5. 54E- 01 7. 39E-01 1. 30E+06
TETRACHLORCETHENE 1/5 2.30E+05 4. 85E+02 4.61E+04 2. 30E+17 LN 5. 52E- 01 6. 17E- 01 2. 30E+05
TOLUENE 5/5 2. 20E+06 4. 89E+03 4.41E+05 1. 78E+18 LN 5. 53E- 01 6. 74E- 01 2. 20E+06
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL) 2/5 1. 10E+06 7. 62E+02 2.20E+05  1.98E+23 LN 5. 52E- 01 6. 26E- 01 1. 10E+06
1, 1, 1- TRl CHLOROETHANE 1/5 1. 60E+06 7. 15E+02 3.20E+05 5. 65E+25 LN 5. 52E- 01 6. 04E- 01 1. 60E+06
TRl CHLOROETHENE 1/5 3.10E+06 5. 15E+02 6. 20E+05 2. 06E+33 LN 5. 52E- 01 7. 56E- 01 3. 10E+06
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE 1/5 2. 70E+04 3. 16E+02 5.49E+03 1. 70E+10 LN 5. 55E- 01 6. 40E- 01 2. 70E+04
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
BUTYBENZYL PHTHALATE 5/5 3.10E+07 1. 03E+06 6.59E+06 5. 85E+10 LN 5. 65E- 01 7. 65E- 01 3. 10E+07
DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE 5/5 4. 40E+06 1. 58E+05 9.43E+05  7.31E+09 LN 5. 68E- 01 7. 98E- 01 4. 40E+06
TI C BENZENE DER! VATI VES 4/5 6. 80E+05  1.81E+05 6. 8OE+05
TI C PHTHALATES 5/5 6. 66E+06 1. 66E+06 6. 66E+06

Not es

(1) Frequency = Number of Detections/Total Nunber of Sanples Anal yzed

(2) Non-etects are incorporated into mean and 95% Upper Confidence Limt cal cul ations as 50% of the Contact Required Detection Linits (CRDLs) except as noted in the text.
(3) Method sel ected based on visual data review ( see text for discussion). LN = |ognornal distribution

(40 The actual high end risk exposure-point concentration used in subsequent calculations is the |esser of the UCL cal cul ated and the maxi mum val ue det ected.



Tabl e 20

KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE
SUMVARY OF STATI STI CS FOR COVPOUNDS OF CONCERN
DI TCH & MARSH SO LS

FREQUENCY MAXI MUM METHOD W TEST STATI STIC EXPOSURE
ox DETECTED GEOVETRI C ARl THVETI C CF UCL UN- LOG PO NT
COVPCQUND OCCURRENCE CONC. VEANP MEAN? 95% UCL?2 CALC. TRANSFORMED TRANSFCRVED CONC.

I NORGANI CS ( g/ kg)
ANTI MONY 2/ 15 3. 40E+00 3. 10E+00 3. 60E+00 5. 04E+00 LN 8. 38E-01 8. 49E- 01 3. 40E+00
BERYLLI UM 15/ 15 2. 30E+00 1. 18E+00 1. 26E+00 1. 53E+00 LN 9. 53E-01 9. 79E-01 1. 53E+00
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
VI NYL CHLORI DE 1/ 15 8. 30E+02 1. 37E+00 5. 62E+01 5. 51E+01 LN 2. 86E-01 4. 05E-01 5. 51E+01
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 8/ 15 1. 95E+06 1. 28E+03 1. 79E+05 7.94E+10 LN 4.13E-01 8. 37E-01 1. 95E+06
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 2/ 15 8. 60E+03 2. 73E+02 2. 73E+03 1. 41E+05 LN 5. 40E-01 8. 47E-01 8. 60E+03
Dl - N- CCTYLPHTHALATE 11/ 15 1. 60E+06 5. 15E+03 1. 84E+05 3. 40E+10 LN 5.11E-01 8. 96E- 01 1. 60E+06
TI C BENZENE DERI V 7/ 15 4. 10E+04 5. 56E+03 4. 10E+04
TI C PHTHALATES 9/ 15 9. 77E+06 1. 27E+06 9. 77E+06

Not es:

(1) Frequency = Nunmber of Detections/Total Nunber of Sanples Anal yzed

(2) Non-detects are incorporated into mean and 95% Upper Confidence Limt cal culations as 50% of the Contract Required Detection Limts (CRDLS) except as noted in the text.
(3) Method sel ected based on visual data review (see text for discussion). LN = |ognornal distribution

(4) The actual high end risk exposure-point concentration used in subsequent calculations is the | esser of the UCL cal cul ated and the maxi mum val ue det ect ed.
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE

SUWARY OF STATI STI CS FOR COVMPOUNDS OF CONCERN
LAGOON SEDI MENTS & SURFACE SA LS

FREQUENCY MAXI MUM METHOD W TEST STATI STIC EXPOSURE
oF DETECTED CEQVETRI C ARl THVETI C OF UCL UN- LOG PO NT
COVPOUND OCCURRENCE CONC. MEAN? VEAN? 95% UCL2 CALC. 3 TRANSFCORMVED TRANSFORMVED CONC.

I NORGANI CS ( g/ kg)
BERYLLI UM 16/ 19 1. 70E+00 6. 06E- 01 6. 83E-01 8. 91E- 01 LN 8.87E-01 9. 32E-01 8. 91E- 01
CHROM UM 5) 19/ 19 9. 92E+01 2. 98E+01 3. 39E+01 4. 31E+01 LN 8. 03E-01 9. 70E-01 4. 31E+01

CHROM UM (O |11 @85% 3. 67E+01

CHROM UM (COr VI @ 15% 6. 47E+00
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
ETHYLBENZENE 6/ 19 1. 30E+06 3. 83E+01 6. 90E+04 7. TTE+06 LN 2.46E- 01 6. 22E-01 1. 30E+03
TETRACHLORCETHENE 2/ 19 2. 30E+05 1. 80E+01 1. 21E+04 1. 45E+04 LN 2.45E-01 5.67E-01 1. 45E+04
TOLUENE 8/ 19 2. 20E+06 3. 84E+01 1. 16E+05 4. 25E+06 LN 2.45E-01 6. 93E-01 2. 20E+06
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHENE ( TOTAL) 3/ 19 1. 10E+06 2. 04E+01 5. 79E+04 1. 02E+05 LN 2.44E-01 5.47E-01 1. 02E+05
1,1, 1- TR CHLORCETHANE 1/ 19 1. 60E+06 2. 07E+01 8. 42E+04 1. 28E+05 LN 2.44E-01 5.01E-01 1. 28E+05
TRI CHLORCETHENE 1/ 19 3. 10E+06 1. 90E+01 1. 63E+05 2. 47TE+05 LN 2.44E-01 4. 55E-01 2. 47TE+05
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ kQg)
DI - N- CCTYLPHTHALATE 14/ 19 4. 40E+06 2. 15E+03 2. 81E+05 9. 58E+09 LN 3. 05E-01 8. 95E- 01 4. 40E+06
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE 2/ 19 4. 40E+02 1. 55E+02 1. 18E+03 8. 12E+03 LN 3. 78E-01 8. 77E-01 4. 40E+02
BENZQ( A) PYRENE 2/ 19 3. 70E+02 1. 53E+02 1. 17E+03 7. 88E+03 LN 3.77E-01 8. 78E-01 3. 70E+02
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE 2/ 19 8. 20E+02 1. 67E+02 1. 20E+03 9. 83E+03 LN 3.85E-01 8. 72E-01 8. 20E+02
Bl S( 2- ETHLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 5/ 19 5. 80E+04 4. 49E+02 7. 19E+03 2. 25E+06 LN 5.47E-01 8. 60E- 01 5. 80E+04
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 13/ 19 3. 10E+07 2. 36E+03 1. 75E+06 6. 98E+11 LN 2. 64E-01 8. 71E-01 3. 10E+07
Dl BENZQ( A, H) ANTHRACENE 1/ 19 1. 40E+02 1. 30E+02 1. 15E+03 7. 93E+03 LN 3. 76E-01 8. 55E-01 1. 40E+02
I NDENQ( 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE 2/ 19 2. 80E+02 1. 48E+02 1. 16E+03 7. 48E+03 LN 3.77E-01 8. 80E-01 2. 80E+02
Tl C BENZENE DERI V. 9/ 19 6. 80E+05 1. 01E+05 6. 80E+05
TI C PHTHALATES 11/ 19 6. 66E+06 1. 06E+06 6. 66E+06
Not es:

(1) Frequency = Nunmber of Detections/Total Nunber of Sanples Anal yzed.

(2) Non-detects are incorporated into mean and 95% Upper Confidence Limt calculations as 50% of the Contract Required Detection Limts (CRDLs) except as noted in the text.
(3) Method sel ected based on visual data review (see text for discussion). LN = |ognormal distribution.

(4) The actual high end risk exposure-point concentration used in subsequent calculations is the | esser of the UCL cal cul ated and the maxi mum val ue det ect ed.

(5) Chromumis assuned to occur as 15% chrom um (M) and 85% chromum (I11).
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE

SUWARY OF STATI STI CS FOR COVMPOUNDS OF CONCERN
NAVESI NK VARL GROUNDWATER

FREQUENCY MAXI MUM METHOD W TEST STATI STIC EXPCSURE
oF DETECTED GEOMETRI C ARl THMVETI C OF ucL UN- LOG PO NT
COVPOUND OCCURRENCE CONC. MEAN? MEAN? 95% UCL? CALC. TRANSFORMED TRANSFORMED  CONC.
I NORGANI CS (ug/ kg)
BERYLLI UM 4/ 9 3. 00E+00 9. 55E- 01 1. 26E+00 1. 85E+00 NORVAL 7.87E-01 7.50E-01 1. 85E+00
CHROM UM 719 1. 51E+02 3. 20E+01 5. 78E+01 8. 79E+01 NORVAL 9. 38E-01 8.37E-01 8. 79E+01
CHROM UM (Cr VI @5% 1. 32E+01
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE 8/9 5. 61E+01 1. 57E+01 2. 33E+01 3. 48E+01 NORVAL 9.17E-01 9.17E-01 3. 48E+01
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/ L)
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL) 1/9 9. 70E+01 6. 95E+00 1. 52E+01 3. 42E+01 NORVAL 3. 90E- 01 3. 90E-01 3. 42E+01
TETRACHLORCETHENE 1/9 4. 00E+00 4. 88E+00 4. 89E+00 5. 10E+00 NORVAL 3. 90E- 01 3. 90E-01 4. 00E+00
TRl CHLORCETHENE 1/9 1. 60E+01 5. 69E+00 6. 22E+00 8. 50E+00 NORVAL 3. 90E- 01 3. 90E-01 8. 50E+00
VI NYL CHLORI DE 1/9 2. 05E+01 5. 85E+00 6. 72E+00 9. 93E+00 NORMAL 3. 90E- 01 3. 90E-01 9. 93E+00
BENZENE 1/9 1. 00E+00 4. 18E+00 4. 56E+00 5. 38E+00 NORVAL 3. 90E- 01 3. 90E-01 1. 00E+00
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE 1/9 4. 00E+00 4. 88E+00 4. 89E+00 5. 10E+00 NORVAL 3. 90E- 01 3. 90E-01 4. 00E+00
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS (ug/L)
| SOPHORONE 1/9 6. 70E+02 1. 11E+00 7. 49E+01 2. 13E+02 NORVAL 3. 90E- 01 3. 90E-01 2. 13E+02

Not es:

(1) Frequency = Nunmber of Detections/Total Nunber of Sanples Anal yzed.

(2) Non-detects are incorporated into mean and 95% Upper Confidence Limt calculations as 50% of the Contract Required Detection Limts (CRDLs) except as noted in the text.
(3) Method sel ected based on visual data review (see text for discussion). LN = | ognornal distribution.

(4) The actual high end risk exposure-point concentration used in subsequent calculations is the | esser of the UCL cal cul ated and the maxi mum val ue det ect ed.

(5) Chromumis assumed to occur as 15% chrom um (V) and 85% chrom um (I111).
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE

SUMVARY OF STATI STI CS FOR COMPOUNDS OF CONCERN
VEENONAH MT.  LAUREL GROUNDWATER

FREQUENCY 1 NAXI MM METHOD W TEST STATI STIC EXPOSURE
oF DETECTED GEOVETRI C ARl THVETI C OF UCL UN- LOG POl NT
COVPOUND OCCURRENCE CONC. MEANR MEANR 95% UCL2 CALC.  TRANSFORVED TRANSFORVED CONC.
| NORGANI CS (ug/ L)
CHROM UM 5 1/3 1. 36E+02 1. 07E+02 4. 73E+01 1.77E+02  NORMAL  7.50E-01 7. 50E- 01 1. 36E+02
CHROM WM (O VI @ 15% 2. 04E+01

Not es

(1) Frequency = Number of Detections/Total Nunber of Sanples Anal yzed

(2) Non-detects are incorporated into mean and 95% Upper Confidence Limt cal culations as 50% of the Contract Required DetectionLinits (CRDLs) except as noted in the text.
(3) Method sel ected based on visual data review (see text for discussion). LN = lognormal distribution. N = Normal distribution

(4) The actual high end risk exposure-point concentration used in subsequent calculations is the | esser of the UCL cal cul ated and the maxi mum val ue det ect ed.

(5) Chromumis assumed to occur as 15% chrom um (V) and 85% chrom um (I111).
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE RI/ FS
TOXI A TY VALUES FOR POTENTI AL NONCARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS

IR'S
Chronic RFD Confi dence Critical Uncertainty and
Conpound (my/ kg- day) Level Ef f ect Rf D Sour ce Modi fyi ng Factors
ORAL RQUTE
| NORGANI CS
Bl ood G ucose and Chol esterol Levels;
ANTI MONY 4.0E-4 Low Myocardi a; |ongevity; Reproductive IR'S UF=1000; MF=1
System
BERYLLI UM 5.0E-3 Low No Adverse Effect (bserved IR'S UF=100; M=1
CHROM UM (Cr VI @5% 5. 0E-3 Low No Reported Effects IR'S UF=500; MF=1
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE 9. 0E-3 Low Decreased Hair Cystine IRIS UF=100; M=1
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHENE ( TOTAL) 9. 03E-3 Her mat ol ogi cal Effects HEAST
1,1, 1- TRI CHLORCETHANE Not Avail abl e Hepat ot oxicity; Gastrointestical
TRI CHLORCETHENE Not Avai l abl e Li ver; Kidney; Hernatol ogical Effects
TETRACHLORCETHENE 1.0E-2 Medi um Hepatotoxicity; Wight Gain IR'S UF=1000; MF=1
TOLUENE 2.0E-1 Medi um Li ver and Ki dney Wi ght Changes IR'S UF=1000; MF=1
ETHYLBENZENE 1.0E-1 Low Li ver and Kidney Toxicity IR'S UF=1000; MF=1
VI NYL CHLORI DE Not Avail abl e Li ver Danage
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE Not Avail abl e
BENZQ( A) PYRENE Not Avail abl e
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE Not Avail abl e
DI BENZQ( A, H) ANTHRACENE Not Avail abl e
I NDEN(( 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE Not Avail abl e
| SOPHORONE 2.0E-1 Low No Effect Cbserved IR'S UF=1000; V=1
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 2.0E-2 Medi um Li ver Wi ght Increase IR'S UF=1000; MF=1
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 2.0E-1 Low Significantly Increased Liver-to-Body IR'S UF=1000; MF=1
Wi ght and Liver-to-weight Brain Ratios
Dl - N- CCTYLPHTHALATE 2.0E-2 Li ver and Kidney Wight |ncrease; Skin

and Eye Irritations HEAST



I NHALATI ON ROUTE

NORGANI CS
CHROM UM (O 11 @85%
CHROM UM (O VI @ 15%

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL)

1,1, 1- TR CHLORCETHANE
TRl CHLORCETHENE
TETRACHLORCETHENE

TOLUENE
ETHYLBENZENE
VI NYL CHLORI DE

BENZENE

Not
Not

Avai | abl e
Avai | abl e

1.43E-1

Not

Not
Not
Not

Avai | abl e

Avai | abl e
Avai | abl e
Avai | abl e

14E-1
. 86E-1

Not Avail abl e

Medi um
Low

Possi bl e Respiratory Effects

Ki dney Danmge

Lung, Heart, Liver, Central Nervous
System Effects

Central Nervous System Effects; Liver
Ki dney and Liver Effects

Enl arged Liver, Central Nervous System

Ef fects

Neurol ogi cal Effects IR'S
Devel opnental Toxicity IR'S
Central Nervous System Liver, Birth

Def ect s

Hemat ol ogi cal Effects

Al ternate Heast

UF=300; MF=1
UF=300; MF=1
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE R/ FS
TOXI A TY VALUES FOR POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS

Sl ope Fact or ( SF) Wi ght - of - Evi dence

Conpound (my/ kg-day) -1 Cl assification Type of Cancer SF Sour ce

ORAL ROUTE
| NORGANI CS
ANTI MONY Not Avail abl e D
BERYLLI UM 4.3 B2 Lung Cancer IRI'S
CHROM UM (Cr VI @ 15% Not Avail abl e A Lung Cancer
VANADI UM PENTOXI DE Not Avail abl e D
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL) Not Avail abl e D
1,1, 1- TRI CHLORCETHANE Not Avail abl e D
TRI CHLORCETHENE Not Avail abl e Wt hdr awn/ Under Revi ew Li ver and Ki dney Carci noma; Leukem a
TETRACLORCETHENE Not Avail abl e Under Revi ew
TOLUENE Not Avail abl e D
ETHYL BENZENE Not Avail abl e D
VI NYL CHLORI DE 1.9 A Li ver Cancer HEAST
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE Not Avail abl e B2 Hept at ona/ Pul monary Adenonas( 1)
BENZQ( A) PYRENE 7.3 B2 Lung Cancer: Site Tunors(1) IR'S
BENZQ( B) FLUORANTHENE Not Avail abl e B2 Site Sarconas(1)

Pul nonary Adenomas and Car ci nonas;
Dl BENZQ( A, H) ANTHRACENE Not Avail abl e B2 Mammary Car ci nomas
I NDENC 1, 2, 3- CD) PYRENE Not Avail abl e B2 Site Sarcomas(1)
| SOPHORONE 9.5 E-4 C Preputial d and Carci nonas IRI'S
Hepat ocel | ul ar and Adenons;

Bl S92- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 1.4 E-2 B2 Li ver Tunors IR'S
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE Not Avail abl e C Leukem a (in female rats)

DI - N- OCTYLPHTHALATE Not Avail abl e D
I NHALATI ON RQUTE
I NORGANI CS

CHROM UM (Cr Il @85% Not Avail abl e Under Revi ew
CHROM UM (Cr VI @ 15% 4.2 E+1 A Lung Cancer IR'S



VOLATI LE ORGANI CS

1, 1- DI CHLOROETHENE Not Avail abl e C Mammary d and Cancer; Liver Cancer(1)

1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE ( TOTAL) Not Avail abl e D

1,1, 1- TRI CHLORCETHANE Not Avail abl e D

TRl CHLORCETHENE Not Avail abl e Wt hdr awn/ Under Revi ew Testicul ar, Lung, Liver Cancer

TETRACHLORCETHENE Not Avail abl e Under Revi ew

TOLUENE Not Avail abl e D

ETHYL BENZENE Not Avail abl e D

VI NYL CHLORI DE 3.0 E-1 A

BENZENE 2.9 X 10-2 A Leukem a HEAST
Not es:

(1) Experinmental aninmals were exposed by gavage, or intraperioneal, subcutaneous, or intranmuscular injection.

EPA Wi ght of Evidence C assification are as foll ows:

G oup A - Human Carcinogen. Sufficient evidence from epidem ol ogi cal studies exists to support a casual association between exposure and cancer.
G oup Bl - Probabl e human carcinogen. Limted evidence of carcinogenicity from epidem ol ogi cal studies.

G oup B2 - Probabl e human carcinogen. Sufficient evidence fromani mal studies and i nadequate evi dence from epi dem ol ogi cal studies.

G oup C - Possible human carcinogen. Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in animals in the absence of human data.

Goup D- Not dassifiable as to hunman carci nogenicity. |nadequate human and ani mal evi dence of carcinogenicity or for which no data are avail abl e.

G oup E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity for humans. No evidence for carcinogenicity in at |east two adequate animal tests in different species or in both adequate epi dem ol ogi cal

ani mal st udies.

and



Tabl e 26

KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE
SUMVARY OF RI SKS

RESI DENTI AL EXPCSURE

PRESENT USE: H GH END Rl SK

Pat hway

Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation
Lagoon Sediment Vol atiles Inhalation
Navesi nk Marl Vol atiles Inhal ation

Shower | nhal ation

Whol e House | nhal ation
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion
Wenonah-M . Laurel G oundwater |ngestion

Total Ri sk*

PRESENT USE: CENTRAL TENDENCY RI SK**

Pat hway

Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation
Lagoon Sediment Vol atiles Inhalation
Navesi nk Marl Vol atiles Inhal ation

Shower | nhal ati on

Wiol e House | nhal ation
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion
Wenonah- M . Laurel G oundwater |ngestion

Total Risk*

Not es:

NQ = Not Quantifiabl e
IN = I nappropriate

* Total Ri sk cal cul ated assum ng use of the Navesi nk Marl
** No central tendency risk cal cul ated for exposures which do not show high end ri sk.

Car ci nogeni ¢
Adul t
4. 6E- 07
IN

2. 7E- 06
1. 3E-06
3. 2E-04

NQ

3. 2E-04

Car ci nogeni ¢
Adul t
4. 6E-07
IN

5. 6E- 07

3.8E-07

4. 5E- 05
NQ

4. 6E- 05

Noncar ci nogeni ¢
Adul t Child

NQ NQ
I'N I'N

6.3E-03 2.9E-02

NQ NQ
3.3E-01 7.8E-01

1.1E-01 2.7E-01

3.4E-01 8.1E-01

Noncar ci nogeni ¢
Adult Child

NQ NQ
I'N I'N

6.3E-03 2.9E-02
NQ NQ

3.3E-01 7.8E-01
1.1E-01 2.7E-01

3.4E-01 8.1E-01

gr oundwat er .

FUTURE USE: H GH END RI SK
Car ci nogen

Pat hway Adul t

Soil's Fugitive Dust I|nhalation 4. 6E- 07
Site Soils Ingestion 4. 2E- 06
Lagoon Sediment Vol atiles Inhalation NQ
Lagoon Sedi nment | ngestion NQ
Navesi nk Marl Vol atiles |nhalation

Shower | nhal ati on 2. 7TE- 06

Whol e House I nhal ation 1. 3E- 06
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 3. 2E-04
Wenonah- M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ
Total Risk* 3.3E-04

FUTURE USE: CENTRAL TENDENCY RI SK**
Car ci hogen

Pat hway Adul t
Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation 4. 6E- 07
Site Soils Ingestion 6. 7E- 07
Lagoon Sediment Vol atiles Inhalation NQ
Lagoon Sedi ment | ngestion NQ
Navesi nk Marl Vol atiles Inhal ation
Shower | nhal ati on 5. 6E- 07
Whol e House I nhal ation 3. 8E-07
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 4. 5E- 05
Wenonah M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ
Total Risk* 4. 7E- 05

H gh end risk for these exposures is included in the central

Noncar ci nogeni ¢
Adul t Child
NQ NQ
3.9E-02 3.6E-01
.0E+00 9. 4E+00
7.5E-01 7.0E+00

N

6.3E-03 2. 9E-02
NQ NQ

.3E-04 7.8E-01

.1E-01 2.7E-01

= W

3.1E-04 1.8E+01

Noncar ci nhogeni ¢

Adult  Child
NQ NQ
3.9E-02 3.6E-01
NQ NQ

3.1E-01 1.5E+00

6.3E-03 2.9E-02

NQ NQ
3.3E-01 7.8E-01

1.1E-01 2.7E-01

6. 9E-01 2. 6E+00

tendency risk quantification.
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE
SUWWARY CF Rl SKS
TRESPASSER EXPOSURE

PRESENT USE: H GH END RI SK

Pat hway Car ci nogeni ¢ Noncar ci nogeni ¢

Site Soils and Lagoon Sedi nment |ngestion 1. 5E- 07 5. 4E- 02
Ditch, Marsh, and Intermttent Stream Sedi ment |ngestion 3. 3E- 07 1.3E-02
Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation 4. 6E- 07 NQ
Lagoon Sedinent Vol atiles Inhal ation I'N I'N
Navesi nk Marl Vol atiles Inhal ation

Shower | nhal ati on 2. 7E-06 6. 3E- 03

Whol e House | nhal ation 1. 3E-06 NQ
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 3. 2E-04 3.3E-01
Wenonah- M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ 1.1E-01
Total Risk* 3.2E-04 4. 1E-01

PRESENT USE: CENTRAL TENDENCY RI SK**

Pat hway Car ci nogeni ¢ Noncar ci nogeni ¢

Site Soils and Lagoon Sedi ment |ngestion 1. 5E- 07 5. 4E- 02
Ditch, Marsh, and Intermttent Stream Sedi ment |ngestion 3. 3E- 07 1. 3E-02
Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation 4. 6E- 07 NQ
Lagoon Sedinent Vol atiles Inhal ation I'N I'N
Navesi nk Marl Vol atiles Inhal ation

Shower | nhal ati on 5. 6E- 07 6. 3E- 03

Whol e House | nhal ation 3. 8E-07 NQ
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 4. 5E- 05 3.3E-01
Wenonah- M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ 1.1E-01
Total Risk* 4. 7E- 05 4.1E-01

Not es:
NQ = Not Quantifiable

IN = I nappropriate
* Total Risk calcul ated assum ng use of the Navesink Marl groundwater.

** No central tendency risk cal cul ated for exposures which do not show high end risk. H gh end risk for
these exposures is included in the central tendency risk quantification.
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE
SUWWARY CF Rl SKS

SI TE WORKER EXPCSURE

PRESENT AND FUTURE USE: H GH END R SK

Pat hway Car ci nogeni ¢ Noncar ci nogeni ¢

Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation 1. 8E-06 NQ

Site Soils Ingestion 1. 3E- 06 1.4E-02
Lagoon Sedi nment Vol atiles Inhal ation NQ 1. 3E+00
Lagoon Sedi nent | ngestion NQ 2. 7E-01
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 1.9E-04 2.4E-01
Wenonah- M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ 8. OE- 02
Total Risk* 1. 9E-04 1. 8E+00

PRESENT AND FUTURE USE: CENTRAL TENDENCY RI SK**

Pat hway Car ci nogeni ¢ Noncar ci hogeni ¢

Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation 4. 5E- 07 NQ

Site Soils Ingestion 2. 6E-07 1. 4E- 02
Lagoon Sedi nent Vol atiles Inhalation NQ NQ

Lagoon Sedi nent | ngestion NQ 2. 7E-01
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 3. 6E-05 2.4E-01
Wenonah- M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ 8. OE- 02
Total R sk* 3. 6E-05 5. 2E-01

Not es:

NQ = Not Quantifiable

I'N

| nappropri ate
* Total Risk cal cul ated assum ng use of the Navesi nk Marl groundwater.

** No central tendency risk cal culated for exposures which do not show high end risk. H gh end risk for
t hese exposures is included in the central tendency risk quantification.
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KAUFFMAN & M NTEER SI TE
SUWWARY CF Rl SKS

CONSTRUCTI ON WORKER EXPOSURE

FUTURE USE: H GH END RI SK

Pat hway Car ci nogeni ¢ Noncar ci nogeni ¢
Subsurface Site Soils Fugitive Dust |nhalation 9. 5E-09 NQ
Subsurface Site Soils Ingestion NQ 1.9E-02
Lagoon Sedinent Vol atiles Inhal ation NQ 6. 5E- 01
Lagoon Sedi nent | ngestion NQ 1.3E-01
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 3. 8E-06 1.2E-01
Wenonah- M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ 4. 0E- 02
Total R sk* 3. 8E- 06 9. 2E-01
FUTURE USE: CENTRAL TENDENCY RI SK**

Pat hway Car ci nogeni ¢ Noncar ci nogeni ¢
Subsurface Site Soils Fugitive Dust Inhalation 9. 5E- 09 NQ
Subsurface Site Soils Ingestion NQ 1. 9E-02
Lagoon Sedi ment Vol atiles Inhal ation NQ 6. 5E-01
Lagoon Sedi nent | ngestion NQ 1.3E-01
Navesi nk Marl G oundwater |ngestion 1. 8E- 06 1.2E-01
Wenonah- M. Laurel G oundwater |ngestion NQ 4. OE- 02
Total R sk* 1. 8E-06 9. 2E-01

Not es
NQ = Not Quantifiabl e

IN = I nappropriate

* Total Ri sk cal culated assum ng use of the Navesink Marl groundwat er

** No central tendency risk cal culated for exposures which do not show high end risk. H gh end risk for
t hese exposures is included in the central tendency risk quantification.



Tabl e 30
Lagoon Sedi ment s

Cont am nant - speci fi ¢ ARARs:

-- RCRA | dentification of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 261).
Provi des regul ati ons concerning identification and
classification of RCRA Hazardous Waste.

-- RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) (40 CFR 268).
Limts |land di sposal options and provi des treatnent
standards for contaninants prior to disposal.

-- New Jersey Regulations for the ldentification of
Hazar dous Waste (NJAC 7:26-8). Provides regul ations
concerning the identification and classification of
Hazar dous Waste

Locati on Specific ARARs:

-- Clean Water Act (OWA section 404(b) (1), Executive O der
11990. Provides for protection of wetlands.

-- New Jersey Wetlands Act (NJSA 13:9A). Provides for
protection of wetlands.

-- New Jersey Freshwater Wetlands Protection Regul ations
(NJAC 7:7A). Provides for protection of wetlands.

Action-speci fic ARARs:

-- Clean Air Act (40 CFR 61). Provi des em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants.

-- New Jersey Air Em ssion Standards for Volatile Organic
Conmpounds (VQCs) (NJAC 7:27-16). Provides enission
standards for VOC air pollutants.

-- New Jersey Air Em ssion Standards for Toxic Organic
Conmpounds (NJAC 7:27-17). Provi des em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants.

-- RCRA (40 CFR 260-268). Provides provisions relating to
the definition, treatnent, storage, transportation and
di sposal of solid and hazardous wastes.

-- DOT rul es for Hazardous Materials Transport (49 CFR
171). Provides requirements for the transportation of
hazar dous waste.

-- OSHA - General Industry Standards (29 CFR 1910).
Provi des standards to regul ate exposure of workers at
hazar dous waste operations.

-- OSHA - Safety and Health Standards (29 CFR 1926).
Provi des regul ati ons regarding the type of safety
equi pnent and procedures to be followed during site



renedi ati on.
Shal | ow G oundwat er
Cont ani nant - speci fi ¢ ARARSs:
-- Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) (P.L. 93-523)
-- New Jersey Safe Drinking Water Act.
-- New Jersey Groundwater Quality Standards. Provides
qual ity standards for groundwater based on aquifer
characteristics and use.

Locati on-specific ARARs:

-- No | ocation-specific ARARs were identified for the
shal | ow gr oundwat er .

Acti on- Speci fic ARARs:
-- RCRA G oundwat er Monitoring Requirenments (40 CFR 264

Subpart F). This regulation details requirenents for
groundwat er noni toring prograns.
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Volume |. prepared for U S. EPA Region I,
prepared by TAMS Consultants, Inc., July 1995.

P. 300197- Report: Fi nal Renedial Investigation Report for-
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P. 300322- Report: Fi nal Renedial Investigation Report for
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prepared by TAMS Consultants, Inc., July 1995.
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4.3 Feasibility Study Reports
P. 400001- Report: Feasibility Study for the Kauffrman &

400095 M nteer Superfund Site, Jobstown. Burlington
County, New Jersey, July 1996.
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SEP 27, 1996

Ms. Jeanne M Fox

Regi onal Admi ni strator
USEPA - Region |1

290 Broadway - Flour 19
New York, NY 10007-1866

Subj ect : Kauffrman & M nteer Superfund Site
Record of Decision (RCD)

Dear Ms. Fox:

The Departrment of Environmental Protection has eval uated and concurs with the foll ow ng specific conponents
of the selected remedy for the Kauffman & M nteer Superfund site as stated bel ow

This is the first and only planned operable wait for the Kauffman & Mnteer Site. It addresses contani nated
| agoon sedi ments at the Site and the shall ow groundwater.

The maj or conponents of the selected renedy that NJDEP concurs with includes the follow ng:

1 Excavation, off-site treatnent as necessary, and off-site disposal of approxinmately 1000 cubic
yards of |agoon sedinents:

Long-termnonitoring of the contam nated shal | ow groundwat er underlying the Site. It is
anticipated that the groundwater nonitoring will be conducted annually for at |east five years.
The frequency and need to continue monitoring will be reevaluated after this five year period;
and

Institutional controls to limt groundwater use in the Navesi nk Fornmation. (NJDEP will
establish a dassification Exception Area which will restrict the use of the Navesink
groundwater in the vicinity of' the Site).

The DEP is requiring that EPA recogni ze that NJDEFP's Soil Oean-up criteria differs fromEPA s Renedi al
Action bjectives included in the ROD. However, DFP feels that the selected renedy will still achieve NIDEP s

soil clean-tip guidelines.

The State of New Jersey appreciates the opportunity to participate in the decision naking process and | ooks
forward to future cooperation with the USEPA

<I M5 SCR 0296278H>
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1. | NTRCDUCTI ON

On July 23, 1996, the US Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public neeting at 7: 00 PMat the
Springfield Township Municipal Hall on Jacksonville-Jobstown Road in Jobstown, NJ, to describe the
alternatives considered for cleanup of the Kauffman-M nteer Superfund Site (Site), and to discuss EPA's
Proposed Pl an (Appendix A) for renediation of the Site. The public meeting was announced in The Trentonian
and in The Burlington County Tinmes (Appendix B) and a stenographic record was nade of the proceedings.

Representing EPA at the public neeting were Charles Tenerella, Section Chief, Paolo Pascetta, Renedia

Proj ect Manager; Janet Feldstein, Section Chief; Melissa Grard, Rermedial Project Manager; and Ann

Rychl enski, Conmmunity Rel ati ons Coordi nator. Representing TAVB Consultants, Inc., contractor to EPA for the
Kauffman & M nteer Superfund Site, were R Bruce Fidler, Project Minager; Panela Pierce, Project Engineer,
and Karen Coghl an, Community Rel ations Specialist. A so present was Mary Lou Parra, a representative fromthe
New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)

A public comment period opened on July 9, 1996 and ended on August 7, 1996, during which tinme the public was
invited to wite to EPA with any comments not nade at the public neeting. EPA received no additional witten
comrents during the public conmrent period

This Final Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns taken during the
nmeeting on July 23, 1996, and EPA s responses to those comments and concerns. Section 3 contains a synopsis
of those comrents and responses.

The community generally supported EPA' s preferred renedy, however, sone neeting attendees had questions
regarding the Site.

2. COWUN TY | NVOLVEMENT BACKGROUND

For over twenty years, concerns about odor, possible contam nation of the |ocal water supply, and potentia
contami nation of the nearby environnent have been centered on the Kauffman & Mnteer Site. In 1991, according
to the Burlington County Health Department's Pollution Coordinator, the county was receiving three to four
call s per year about possible surface water contam nation suspected to have originated at the Site.

EPA conducted two sets of comunity interviews, first in Septenber 1989 and then again in February 1990. The
nmaj or area of concern during the first set of interviews was the potential contam nation of donestic wells in
the area. Surface water contamination fromthe Site's wastewater |agoon was anot her concern. Mst people
interviewed indicated that sanpling of their wells would be wel come. Several people expressed surprise that
the Site had been deened serious enough to be placed on the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL).

The second set of interviews resulted froma call placed to EPA indicating that others in the area desired to
have input. Those interviews resulted in expression of concerns surrounding the severe chem cal odor
emanating fromthe Site; concern about direct exposure to | agoon waste; apparent inpact on fish and wildlife;
and al arm over observabl e physical anonalies such as the greenish, "soapy" cast of creek water at severa
areas near the Site.

EPA prepared a Community Relations Plan in May 1991 and established an information repository for the

Adm ni strative Record at the Springfield Township Minicipal Hall. As part of the comrunity rel ations
activities specified in the plan, Ann Rychlenski, EPA Region 2 Public Affairs Specialist, was named Community
Rel ati ons Coordinator for the Site. Anmailing list of local, state, and federal officials and ot her
interested parties, including the |ocal nedia, was devel oped.

In June 1991, EPA held two public availability sessions in Jobstown to explain the Community Relations Plan
and to present its plan to conduct a Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the Site. The RI/FS
has been conpl eted and EPA held the public neeting to explain its Proposed Plan for renediating the Site on
July 23, 1996. The public comrent period ended on August 7, 1996, with no coments received other than those
taken at that neeting, summarized herein



3. SUWARY OF MAJOR QUESTI ONS, COMMVENTS, CONCERNS, AND RESPONSES
3.1 Contam nation/Potential Contamination of Area Wlls and Property

Comrent: A resident who lives adjacent to the Site, in the vicinity of two nonitoring wells asked if one were
shal  ow and one deep, and if any contam nants had been found in them

EPA Response: EPA explained that the particular wells the resident referred to included a cluster of both a
shal | ow and deep well. EPA stated that there was no significant contam nation detected in these wells,
nmeani ng that there were no contaninants detected above risk-based concentrati ons.

Comment: An interested citizen referred to a reported presence of the contam nant trichlorethylene in the
wel |l water of a nearby resident, based on 1984 tests of the water, and suggested that the resident had not
been inforned of the test results.

EPA Response: EPA expl ained that the residential well sanpling was conducted by the New Jersey Departnent of
Envi ronnental Protection (NJDEP) during the 1980s, and that EPA al so conducted additional well sanpling in
1990 and 1993. The typical procedure for any agency doing testing is to obtain permission fromresidents to
test their water prior to doing any sanpling, and to provide the resident with the sanpling results as soon
as they are avail able. EPA and NJDEP have been unable to locate a 1984 |etter to the particul ar resident
referred to, but notes that this resident's well was sanpled by EPA in 1990, at which time the results were
transmtted to the resident. No contam nants were detected in the well above drinking water standards.

Comment : The sane speaker indicated that in 1988 the records showed phthalates in five residential wells.
Al t hough the records do not state whether or not the phthal ates exceed MCLs, the speaker expressed concern.
She al so wanted to know if the residents had been notified.

EPA Response: EPA explained that it was the concern over potential for contamnation in area wells in the
whi ch contributed to the Site being listed on the NPL, and the need for EPA to performa Renedial
Investigation. Wen EPA tested the five wells in question, among others, no evidence of phthal ates was found,
or any other contam nants, above drinking water standards. Regarding notification of residents, EPA
reiterated that the normal protocol for EPA, NJDEP, and the New Jersey Departnent of Health (NJDCH) is to
noti fy everyone whose wells are tested of the results.

Comment: A resident living adjacent to the Site asked if what was now running onto her property fromthe
| agoon was rai nwat er.

EPA Response: EPA expl ained that, as part of Renoval Actions EPA has perforned at the Site, the Agency has
tested the water which collects in the | agoon and sonetimes overflows. Results indicated that it is not
hazardous; it is rainwater.

Comment : Anot her resident adjacent to the Site asked if she could have her well water retested.

EPA Response: EPA agreed to arrange for testing of this resident's well. At the resident' request, EPA
sanpl ed the well on Septenmber 10, 1996. The results will be transmitted to the resident as soon as they are

avai | abl e.

Comrent: A resident asked if the area around the underground storage tanks (USTs) on the property had been
tested for contam nation.

EPA Response: EPA confirmed that the soil around the tanks was checked for contam nation, and that no
significant contanination was detected.

Comment: A resident asked if the water in the school close to the K&V Site had been tested, and if not,
whet her it could be tested.

EPA Response: EPA stated that the school's water had been tested by EPAin the early 1990s, and that no



contam nati on was detected above drinki ng water standards.

Comment : A speaker asked how EPA coul d be sure the Navesink aquifer had not contam nated the underlying
Wenonah aquifer. He also reiterated his concern, on behalf of an adjacent resident, that EPA shoul d retest
her well, to ensure that this resident was not unknow ngly drinking contani nated water.

EPA Response: EPA expl ained that the Navesink aquifer has a very low transmissivity, and therefore that
ground water noves very slowy through this hydraulic unit, and does not tend to mgrate dowward to

under | ying aquifers. Based on the results of the Renedial |nvestigation, contamnation was limted to the
shal  ow aqui fer; no contam nation was found in the underlyi ng Wenonah-M . Laurel aquifer above drinking water
standards. In addition, EPA has sanpled residential wells in the vicinity of the Site, which draw fromthe
Wenonah-M . Laurel aquifer, and no contam nati on was detected above drinking water standards. Wth respect to
this particular resident, EPA noted that the groundwater flow direction is away fromthe resident's property,
so contam nation fromthe Site would be unlikely. EPA also pointed out that long termmonitoring will be
conducted as part of the remedy, to ensure that wells in the vicinity of the Site are not inpacted. However,
as stated above, EPA did agree to sanple this resident's well again (it had been sanpled in the early 1990s).
This sanpling was conducted on Septenber 10, 1996.

Comment : A resident asked if the ground water woul d be tested every year.

EPA Response: EPA expl ained that the on-site groundwater nonitoring wells will be tested periodically as part
of the groundwater monitoring programat the Site. Initially, the testing will be annually. Over tinme,
depending on the results, the frequency may be reduced. It is expected that, after renoval of the |agoon

sedi nents, which represent the source of groundwater contam nation, contam nant |evels wll decrease.

Comment : A speaker requested that EPA provide a list of chemcals that would be of concern at the Site to the
Townshi p, for the conveni ence of people who wanted to have their wells tested.

EPA Response: EPA referred the speaker to Table 4-2 in the Renedial Investigation Report that provides the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi num Contani nant Levels and NJ dass |I-A Goundwater Standards (i.e.,
evaluation criteria) for the organic contam nants and trace netals detected in groundwater.

3.2 Requests for Qarification

Comment: An interested citizen requested several clarifications. She asked whether: 1) a Subtitle D D sposal
Facility is a municipal landfill; 2) where off-site treatnent of the sediment would occur; and 3) if the
materi al being renoved were a liquid, whether it would be treated at a | ocal sewer plant.

EPA Response: EPA clarified that 1) a Subtitle DIlandfill, also known as a nunicipal landfill, is suitable
for disposal of non-hazardous wastes; 2) off-site treatment of the |agoon sedinent, if necessary prior to

di sposal, woul d occur at a Resource Conservation and Recovery (RCRA) Subtitle Cfacility for hazardous waste;
and 3) if the liquid were nonhazardous under RCRA, treatnent at a |local sewer plant woul d be possible.

Comment : The sane speaker inquired if EPA had investigated the nunber of wells in the Navesi nk aquifer. The
speaker referred to ol der homes in the area which nay have unregistered wells at depths of ten to 28 feet.
Further, she referred to one of the project reports that stated sone residents may have placed wells into the
shal | ow Navesi nk.

EPA Response: EPA explained that a well survey went to all residents in the area, and a well search was
conducted of permtted wells via NJDEP records. There are apparently two unregistered wells in the Navesink
(shal l ow) aquifer, neither of which are used for drinking water. It is possible that sone residents nmay have
installed wells into the Navesink aquifer, but it is unlikely that anyone would drink the water due to the
natural | y-occurring hi gh sedinent |evels, which would neke the water objectionable for drinking water. Wen
accessi bl e drinking water is available in the Wnonah-M. Laurel Aquifer (beneath the Navesink), there woul d
be no need for installation of a well in the shallow formation.

Comment : The sane speaker suggested that nmonitoring wells are a "hit-and-m ss" system of nonitoring, because



of the nunmber of variables in the novenent of groundwater and contam nation

EPA Response: Consideration of such variables was an integral and tine-consuming part of EPA' s investigation
of the Site. EPA explained that its nonitoring programwas initiated to ensure that the upper shall ower

aqui fer was not contam nating the |ower drinking water aquifer. Further, EPA explained that the science of
hydr ogeol ogy, while not perfect, provides a rational nmeans for assessing the potential for mgration of
contamination. Know edge of site history, topography, regional hydrol ogy, and | ocal conditions is used to
design a network of nonitoring wells that can be used to deternmine the direction of groundwater flow, the
potential for water novenent between geol ogic formations, the distribution of contami nants, and to estinate
the rate of groundwater flow. Wth these data, and know edge of the characteristics of different types of
contami nants, the |likely novenent and behavi or of those contaninants in the groundwater system can be
predicted. Furthernmore, EPA's nonitoring programw || be used to ensure that contam nant levels in the
Navesi nk decrease over time, and do not contamnminate the | ower aquifer

3.4 |Inplementation of the Remedy

Comment: A resident adjacent to Site asked if, when the | agoon cleanup is inplenented, EPA would just clean
out what is in the bottom and if so, what would be done with the hole

EPA Response: EPA explained that it will renove contam nated sediments fromthe bottom of the |agoon, then
backfill the hole and revegetate the area

Comrent : The sane resident asked if EPA were finished with cleanup of the property behind the | agoon and
referring to recent digging in that area, asked if the dunpsters that had been behind the | agoon had been
renmoved

EPA Response: EPA stated that final cleanup of the area adjacent to the lagoon will be included along with
the | agoon sedi nment renedi ati on. EPA explained that the activity the resident referred to was part of the

| at est Renmpval Action to address naterial which had been left in tanker trucks at the Site. The contents had
been placed into dunpsters prior to disposal. This action, which addressed all renaining stored wastes at the
Site, was conpleted in the Sumrer of 1995

Comment: A resident living adjacent to the | agoon inquired about a patch of her property on which nothing
woul d grow, and stated that the area floods fromthe |agoon when it rains. She identified it on the site nap
and wanted to know if EPA was going to clean it up as part of the proposed action

EPA Response: EPA confirmed that the property indicated is the stressed area of the marsh adjacent to the
| agoon. EPA explained that this area is included as part of the | agoon sedi ment renedi ation

Comrent : Several residents wanted to know when the entire remediati on woul d be conpl eted. One resident
referred to unsuccessful attenpts by herself and others to sell their properties, and expressed concern about
hearing references to additional five-year tine franes.

EPA Response: EPA explained that within six months of initiating the renediation, the project could be

conpl ete. However, at this time, due to budget limtations, these renediation projects are being prioritized

nationally for funding. At this time, prioritization is based on risk, and because the risks are not high at

K& funding for this action may not be avail able inmedi ately. EPA agreed to keep local officials inforned as
to the status of the planned renediation

Regar di ng the question concerning the reference to "five years," EPA clarified that the five-year review
nentioned earlier in the evening' s discussion referred to EPA's conducting periodic evaluations to ensure
that the renmediated Site is stable. EPA pointed out that in addition to the reviewin five years, the agency
is conducting a groundwater nmonitoring programfor this Site.

Comrent : A resident asked specifically whomshe should wite to if the Site was not remedi ated in the next
year and one hal f.



EPA Response: EPA explained that residents are free to wite to EPA or their elected representatives. The
current EPA Project Manager for this Site is Paol o Pascetta, who can be reached at (212) 637-4383.

3.5 M scell aneous

Comrent: An interested citizen questioned EPA's deternination that the "only subpopul ation identified that
may be at increased risk are the children living in the vicinity of the site.”

EPA Response: EPA explained that, as part of the Baseline R sk Assessnment, the Agency tries to determne if
there is any particularly sensitive subpopul ati on which mght be potentially at risk fromthe Site, in order
to conservatively evaluate risks. In this case, EPA explained that children were the nost sensitive receptors
identified as being potentially at risk, and therefore, EPA evaluated the risks to children specifically.
Based on the results of the risk assessnent, under the hypothetical scenario of children ingesting or
inhaling | agoon sedinments, it was determ ned that an unacceptable risk would be present.

Comment : The Mayor stated for the record that he agreed with EPA's preferred remedy. He will recomrend to
the Town Council that it also approves the preferred renedy, and that the town indicate its support to the
appropriate federal representatives.

EPA Response: EPA stated that it appreciated the coment.

Comrent: A resident for information regardi ng underground storage tanks (USTs) on the Site, whether or not
they woul d ever be renoved, and about potential future liability of property owners for contam nation from
t he USTs.

EPA Response: EPA expl ained that the contents of the tanks included petrol eum products, such as fuel for the
trucks, waste oil fromthe trucks, and plasticizer heels fromthe |oads the trucks used to carry. During
EPA' s 1995 renoval action, the Agency was able to address two of the USTs by renoving the contents, which
cont ai ned hazardous substances under Superfund. However, the other tanks contai ned pure petrol eum products,
whi ch can not be addressed under the Superfund program These tanks have been referred to NIJDEP for further
action under State |aw.

For petrol eum products, a future owner would not be liable under Superfund because of the petrol eum
exclusion, but could potentially be Iiable under the State's underground storage tank program

Commrent: Wth regard to the discussion on the direction of groundwater flow in the Navesi nk Formati on and
Wenonah-M . Laurel Aquifer, an interested citizen asked if the flow of water can reverse itself under certain
condi ti ons.

EPA Response: EPA explained that if there is a very large local well drawing water, it can sonetimes
influence groundwater flowin the area of the well, which would draw water toward the well. EPA has not
identified any such incidences in this case. Based on data collected during EPA's Renedi al |Investigation,
groundwater flow at the Site is governed by regi onal hydrogeol ogy.

Comment : A resident wanted to know who currently owns the property.

EPA Response. EPA explained that the Site is currently owned by the Kauffman famly. The Mayor added that
the Township currently has a lien on the property.

<I MG SRC 0296278l >

PURPOSE OF PROPCSED PLAN

This Proposed Pl an describes the remedial alternatives considered for the Kauffnman and M nteer (K&
Superfund site, and identifies the preferred remedial alternative with the rationale for this preference. The

Proposed Pl an was devel oped by the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA), as |ead agency, with support
fromthe New Jersey Departnment of Environnmental Protection (NJDEP). The EPA is issuing the Proposed Plan as



part of its public participation responsibilities under Section 7(a) of the Conprehensive Environnental
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as anended, and Section 300.430(f) of the

Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP). The alternatives summarized here are described in the feasibility study (FS)
report, which should be consulted for a nore detail ed description of all the alternatives.

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a supplenment to the Renedial Investigation (RI) and FS reports, to
informthe public of EPA's and NJDEFP's preferred remedy, and to solicit public comments pertaining to all the
renedi al alternatives evaluated, as well as the preferred alternative.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the preferred remedy for the site. Changes to the preferred
remedy, or a change fromthe preferred remedy to another rermedy, may be nade if public coments or additional
data indicate that such a change will result in a nore appropriate renedial action. The final decision
regarding the selected renedy will be made after EPA has taken all public comrents into consideration. W are
soliciting public comment on all of the alternatives considered in the detail ed analysis of the FS because
EPA and NJDEP nmay select a renedy other than the preferred renedy described herein.

COVMMIUNI TY RCLE I'N SELECTI ON PROCESS

EPA and NIJDEP rely on public input to ensure that the concerns of the comunity are considered in selecting
an effective remedy for each Superfund site. To this end, the R and FS reports, Proposed Pl an, and
supporting docunentati on have been made available to the public for a public coment period which begins on
July 9, 1996, and concludes on August 7, 1996.

A public neeting will be held during the public comment period at the Springfield Townshi p Municipal Hall on
Jacksonvi |l | e- Jobst own Road, Jobstown, NJ, on July 23 at 7:00 pmto present the conclusions of the Rl and FS,

to elaborate further on the reasons for recommending the preferred renedial alternative and to receive public
conmment s.

Comrent s received at the public nmeeting, as well as witten comments, will be docunented in the
Responsi veness Summary Section of the Record of Decision (ROD), the document which formalizes the selection
of the remedy.

Al witten comments shoul d be addressed to:

Ms. Melissa Grard, Remedial Project Manager
U S. Environnmental Protection Agency

New Jersey Superfund Branch |

290 Broadway, 19th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007- 1866

<I M5 SCR 0296278J>

Copies of the R and FS reports, Proposed Plan, and supporting docunentation are available at the follow ng
repositories:

US EPA

290 Broadway

Fl oor 19,

New Yor k. NY 10007- 1866
(212) 637-4369

Springfield Township
Muni ci pal Bui |l di ng
Jacksonvi | | e- Jobst own Rd.

(609) 723- 2464



S| TE BACKGROUND

Kauffrman & M nteer, Inc. operated a bulk liquid transportation facility |located on the eastern corner of the
intersection of Monmouth Road (Route 537) and Jobst own-Juliustown Road in Jobstown, Springfield Townshi p,
Burlington County, New Jersey. Geographically, the site is located at latitude 40 02' 10.8" N and | ongitude
74 41' 37.5" W(USGS, 1957). Figure 1 shows the general |ayout and |ocation of the site

The K&M property occupies approxinmately 5.5 acres in sparsely popul ated, predom nately rural area that
primarily supports agriculture, horse farmng, and rel ated busi nesses. The K&M property is bordered on the
north by residences and Route 537, on the northeast and east by a marsh area, on the south by an overgrown
and wooded area traversed by Barker's Brook, and on' the west by Jobstown-Juliustown Road

A smal|l marsh adjacent to the eastern property boundary gives rise to an intermttent stream This stream
flows south-southeast into a branch of Barker's Brook which is | ocated approxi mately 575 feet south of the
K&M property.

The site area is not served by either sanitary or stormsewer systens. The K&M facility, |ike surroundi ng
resi dences and busi nesses, has a septic systemto handle sanitary wastes. Stormmater runoff fromthe site
area flows to Barker's Brook via drainage ditches and overland flow Two discharge points along the

sout hwest en boundary of the K&M property, adjacent to Jobstown-Juliustown Road, carry runoff fromthe
facility operations |ot and parking areas to Barker's Brook via a drainage ditch

There are four aquifers beneath the K&M site. In order of increasing depth, the aquifers are the Navesink
Marl Formation, the Wenunah-M. Laurel, the Englishtown, and the Raritan-Magothy. The direction of
groundwater flow is south-southwest. The site rests on the Navesink Formation, a glauconitic, sandy clay
layer, approxinmately 10 to 25 feet thick in the site vicinity. The Navesink Formation is the uppernost water
bearing unit found at the site. However, due to its |low and inconsistent yields to wells and poor water
quality, it is normally not used as a source of water. Below the site and directly bel ow t he Navesi nk
Formation is the Wenonah-M . Laurel Aquifer, which is approxinately 60 feet thick in the site vicinity. In
the area around the site, individual donmestic wells are the primary source of drinking water. Wthin three
mles of the site, but primarily in the Juliustown area (the principal use area of the Wnonah-M Laure

Aqui fer), approximately 560 people use water fromprivate wells that tap the Wenonah-M. Laurel Aquifer. The
nearest well drawing water fromthis aquifer is located upgradient, on the north side of the intersection of
Routes 670 and 537, approxinately 500 feet fromthe K& site.

Kauf fman & M nteer, Inc. transported, in conpany owned tankers, bulk |iquids consisting primarily of organic
subst ances, including plasticizers, resins, vegetable oils, soaps, petroleumoils, and al cohols. From 1960
through at |east 1981, wastewater generated fromthe washing of tanker interiors was discharged to an
on-site, 0.7-acre, irregularly shaped | agoon, about three to ten feet deep. The |lagoon is unlined and has

i nadequat e runoff and runon control structures. It has no overflow diversion structure to protect the system
fromoverflow during rainfall events: there is only a | ow earthen bermto protect the adjacent marsh from
overflow. An additional bermwas installed in 1991 to divert parking area runoff away fromthe | agoon. A
spray aeration system consisting of seven sprinklers |ocated along the western side of the | agoon was
formerly used to evaporate wastewater by spraying it over the lagoon. Spray fromthis systemwas sonetines
carried by the wind onto surrounding properties. The spray aeration systemwas dismantled prior to
construction of the diversion berm

Sanpl i ng was conducted at the site on at |east nine occasions by EPA and NJDEP between August 1981 and
January 1988. Medi a sanpl ed i ncl uded waste sources, groundwater (on-site wells and residential wells),
surface water, soils, and sedinent. Three groundwater nonitoring wells were installed i medi ately adj acent
to the lagoon in 1981 by NIDEP to determine if contamnation fromthe | agoon was mgrating to the

gr oundwat er .

A site investigation was conducted in 1985, which determined that the site's eligibility for inclusion on the
National Priorities List (NPL). The K&M facility was subsequently placed on the NPL on March 30, 1989

A renoval action was conducted by EPA fromthe sunmer through the fall of 1991 which included the collection



and di sposal of the liquid within the |agoon and fencing around the |agoon. Since that tine, the |agoon has
refilled due to precipitation. In the summer of 1995, a release of liquid contam nated with plasticizers from
an on-site tank trailer pronpted a second renoval action. This subsequent renoval action consisted of the
col l ection and disposal of the contaminated material found in four on-site tank trailers and deteriorating
drums that were left on the site as a result of K& s closure. The enpty tank trailers were then denolished
and di sposed of. Shortly before EPA initiated this renoval action, an assessment of the contents of ten
under ground storage tanks (UST) b NJDEP resulted in the identification of two USTs containi ng. hazardous
subst ances. Consequent to NJDEP' s identification of these materials, the contents of the USTs were
incorporated into the 1995 renoval action. Al though other additional underground storage tanks may contain
m nute anounts of fuel oil products and are therefore precluded fromany CERCLA action, NIDEP further
investigate these tanks to determine if any further remedi al neasures are warranted.

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON SUMVARY

A remedi al investigation of the K&M site was performed in 1991 by TAMS Consultants, Inc. TAMS). The firm of
Fanni ng, Phillips & Mdl nar (Ronkonkonma, New York) assisted TAMS as a subcontractor, providing boring and
noni toring well inspection, hydrogeol ogic testing, and eval uati on of geol ogi ¢ and hydrogeol ogi c infornation
R field work was initiated at the site in Septenber 1991, during which time six monitoring wells, in
addition to the three installed by NJDEP in 1981, were installed. Initially, the facility remained in

busi ness; however, the frequency of activity substantially decreased beginning in late 1991 and facility
operations were discontinued soon afterward.

The purposes of the investigation were to determ ne the physical characteristics of the site and sources of
contami nation, to evaluate the nature and extent of contamination, and to characterize the potential health
risk and environnental inpact of the site

The following activities were conducted during the Ri: a land survey, cultural resources survey, geophysical
survey, soil gas survey, popul ation/land-use survey, |agoon sedinment investigation, surface water and

sedi nent investigations, a geologic investigation, surface and subsurface soil investigations, a groundwater
investigation, and an ecol ogi cal investigation. These surveys and investigations were used to delineate the
nature and extent of contanmination as a result of K&M s activities at the site

Vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds (VOCs) and sem -vol atile organi c conpounds (SVOCs) were the primary contam nants
detected at the site. The Rl identified contamnants in the |agoon sedinents and in the shall ow groundwat er;
the | agoon sedinents being the source of contamination in the shallow aquifer

The predom nant sedi ment contani nants and nmaxi mum concentrations detected, in parts per nillion (ppm), are:
t etrachl oroet hyl ene (230), trichloroethylene (3,100), 1,1,1 trichloroethane (1,600), 1,2-dichloroethylene
(1,100), 1,1-dichloroethane (27), ethylbenzene (1, 300), toluene (2,200), butylbenzyl phthal ate (31, 000),

di - n-octyl phthal ate (4,400). The sediments that exceed heal th-based screening |l evels are within the area of
the I agoon. The vol une of sedinents that exceed health-based | evels is approxi mately 1000 cubic yards

The predom nant Navesi nk Formation (shallow) groundwater contam nants and the naxi num concentrations
detected, as conpared to their respective Federal Maxi num Contani nant Levels (MCLs) denoted in parentheses,
or as not available (NA), in parts per billion (ppb), are: VOCs -- tetrachl oroethyl ene: 4/(5),

trichl oroethyl ene: 16/(5), 1, 2-dichloroethylene: 94 /(10), 1, 1-dichloroethane: 4 /(NA), benzene: 1/(5),

i sophorone: 570/ (NA), and vinyl chloride: 17/(2): Inorganics -- beryllium3/(4), chromum 22.7/(100), and
vanadium 56. 1 /(NA). The only potential contaninant of concern found in Laurel (mddle) Aquifer was
chrom um at a nmaxi mum concentrati on of 20.4 ppb ( MCL is 100 ppb). Those conpounds in the groundwater that
exceed Federal and/or State drinking water standards are contained within the property boundaries. The
estimated di mensions of the contam nated groundwater plunme are: 200 feet wide by 200 feet |long by 10 feet
deep. Based on the available data, it is believed that the plune renains on site: however, further

del i neation of the contam nated groundwater plume will occur in design

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SK

Based upon the results of the R, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associ ated



with current and future site conditions. The baseline risk assessment estimates the hunman health and
ecol ogical risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the site if no renedial action were taken

Human Health Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e naxi mum
exposure scenario: Exposure Assessnent--estimates the magni tude of actual and/or potential human exposures,
the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-water) by
whi ch humans are potentially exposed. Hazard ldentification- -contam nants of concern at the site are
identified based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Toxicity
Assessnent --determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Ri sk
Characteri zati on--sumrari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
quantitative (e.g., one- in-one -nillion excess cancer risk) assessment of site-related risks. The-reasonabl e
maxi mum exposure was eval uat ed

EPA uses two toxicity factors, reference doses (RfDs) and slope factors to calculate the respective
noncar ci nogeni ¢ and carcinogenic risk attributable to particular contamnants. An RFDis an estinate of a
daily exposure level that is not likely to result in any appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a
person's lifetime. A slope factor establishes the relationship between the dose of a chemical and the
response, and is commonly expressed as a probability of a response per unit intake of a chenical over a
lifetine. Section 6.1 of the Rl contains a full summary of the contam nants of concern (CCCs), their

t oxi col ogi cal paraneters and their potential hurman health effects.

Al t hough EPA has established RiDs and slope factors for nmany chemcals, there are others that currently do
not have such accepted toxicol ogi cal paraneters avail able. Consequently, the risk due to such contam nants
cannot be quantified, but can be qualitatively evaluated. Lead, which does not have an RfD or slope factor
was also qualitatively evaluated. A recent EPA directive has recomended a heal t h-based screening | evel for
lead in soil of 400 parts per mllion (ppm until RfDs and slope factors are established. Since lead is
present in the site soils at a maxi mum concentration of 385 ppm which does not exceed the heal t h-based
screening level, it has been elimnated as a CCC.

The RI data was conpiled and screened according to frequency of occurrence, concentration, and toxicity, to
devel op COCs which woul d be representative of site risks. The COCs for the | agoon sedi ments include:

1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene, 1, 1-dichloroethane, 1,1, 1-trichloroethane, trichloroethylene (TCE), tetrachl oroethyl ene
(PCE), benzene, t ol uene, butyl benzyl pht hal ate (BBP), and di-n-ocryl phthalate (DNOP). The COCs for the
shal I ow groundwat er include: vinyl chloride, 1,2-dichloroethylene (1,2-DCE), 1,1-dichloroethane, benzene

i sophorone, TCE, PCE, beryllium chrom um and vanadium The only potential COC for the middle aquifer was
chromium Several of the contam nants in the groundwater and | agoon sedi nents are possibl e human

car ci nogens.

The data collected fromthe Rl were grouped by nedia corresponding to respective exposure pat hways eval uat ed.
The key nedia are: surface soils (0-2 feet), subsurface soils (greater than 2 feet), |agoon sedinents

drai nage ditch and intermttent stream sedinents, drainage ditch and intermttent stream surface waters

marsh sedi ments, Barkers Brook sedinents, Barkers Brook surface water, Navesink Marl groundwater (shallow
groundwat er wel I s), and Wenonah-M . Laurel groundwater (deep groundwater wells). O the above, the only areas
characterized in the Baseline R sk Assessment as having a potential for adverse health effects were the

| agoon sedi nents and the shal | ow groundwater. A detailed description of all site areas and exposure pat hways
is contained in Section 6 of the RI. Belowis a summary of the Baseline R sk Assessnent and associ at ed
exposur e pat hnays.

Under present use conditions, trespassers and site workers were evaluated for exposure to site soils and
| agoon sedi ments. Specifically, trespassers were evaluated for an ingestion pathway, and workers were
evaluated for both inhalation and ingestion routes.

Exposures to groundwat er under the present use scenario were eval uated for nearby residents, trespassers, and
site workers (under a conbined current/future use scenario). Trespassers and residents were eval uated for



i nhal ati on of the Navesink groundwater, and all three groups were eval uated for ingestion of the Navesink and
t he Wenonah-M . Laurel groundwater

Resi dential properties surround the site as the zoning in the inmediate area of the site is "Nei ghborhood
Comrercial." K& is a non-conforning business, in that it was established prior to the zoning restrictions
Now that facility operations have been discontinued, any future activities on the prenises nust conformto
the zoning code. Due to the present zoning restrictions, there is a distinct |ikelihood that the site would
be used in the future for residential devel opnent. Therefore, the future use risk scenario assunmes residents
woul d be living on the site and construction workers would be present on the site as a result. Residents were
eval uated for exposure to groundwater via ingestion and inhalation of the Navesink groundwater, and via
ingestion of the Wnonah-M. Laurel drinking water aquifer Construction workers were evaluated for ingestion
of both the Navesink and the Wenonah-M. Laurel groundwater, Sinilarly, both groups were eval uated under the
future use scenario for ingestion and inhalation of |agoon sedinents and site soils. In taking the nost
conservative approach, exposure via ingestion of water fromthe shall ow groundwat er (Navesi nk) was eval uated;
however, a well search perforned within a five nile radius of the site revealed that no drinking water wells
were installed in the Navesi nk. Unlike the Wenonah-M. Laurel (mddle aquifer), the relatively | ow
pernmeability, and naturally occurring high levels of iron and nanganese, significantly limt the use of the
Navesi nk Marl Fornation as a drinking water source. Additionally, sanpling of nearby residential wells did
not detect any, contam nants above health-based | evels. A though the Navesi nk Formation could be a potentia
source of public water supply for househol d purposes, there are no wells registered with the NJDEP that draw
fromthe Navesi nk Formation. The higher transm ssivity, greater hydraulic conductivity, and better water
quality of the Wnonah-M. Laurel Aquifer make drilling to a greater depth cost effective. A site inspection
did reveal two shallow residential wells, one upgradient and one sidegradient to the site; however, the wells
are not used for drinking or bathing purposes

To assess the overall potential for carcinogenic effects to arise, EPA cal cul ates excess cancer risk. Excess
cancer risk is an, estimation of the increnental probability of an individual devel oping cancer over a
lifetine as a result of exposure to the potential carcinogen(s). The current guideline for acceptable
exposure is an excess carcinogenic risk in the range of 1 x 10 -4 to 1 X 10 -6 (one in ten thousand to one in
one million).

To assess the overall potential for noncarcinogenic effects posed. EPA devel oped the Hazard Index (H). This
index is calculated by conparing, as a ratio, the sumof the individual chem cal exposure |evels over a
specified tine period (e.g., lifetime) with a reference dose derived for a simlar exposure period. The
current guideline for acceptable exposure is an H not to exceed 1.0.

Excess lifetinme cancer risks and H's were calculated for all of the various pathways under the present and
future | and use scenarios in Section 6.5 of the RI. In the current use scenario, residents are estimated to
have an excess cancer risk of 3.2 x 10 -4, and site workers a risk of 1.9 x 10 -4 fromingestion of the
shal | ow groundwater, due primarily to vinyl chloride. However, no workers have been observed at the site
since facility operations were discontinued. All other pathways are within the guidelines for acceptable
exposure to carcinogens and noncarcinogens. In the future use scenario, ingestion of |agoon sedinents by a
child results in an estimated H of 7.0, and inhal ation of |agoon, sedinents results in Hs of 2.0 for an
adult resident and 9.4 for a child. The total non-cancer risks for the future construction worker was
calculated at 1.1 which slightly exceeds the acceptable risk range for noncarci nogens. The noncar ci nhogenic
risk was attributable to butyl benzyl phthal ate and di - n-yl pht hal at e.

Subsequent to the conpletion of the R, it was found that provisional slope factors and Reference Doses for
trichl oroethyl ene and tetrachl oroet hyl ene were not considered in the analysis. The R states that these

chem cals could not be evaluated quantitatively because of the absence of a slope factor, However

provi sional slope factors are now avail able. Consequently, calculations of the risks fromthese chemcals
have been devel oped. Based on these cal culations, the calculated risks for the current residents increased
from3.2 x 10 -4 to 3.3 x 10 -4 and the risks for site workers increased from1.9 x 10 -4 to 1.93 X 10-4

For the future risks, the risks to resident adults from | agoon sedinent ingestion increased from0.75 to 1.45
and the risks to children increased from7.0 to 13.6.

Soi | exposure pathways are all w thin EPA guidelines for acceptable exposure to carcinogens and



noncar ci nogens. The routes of exposure to noncarcinogens are all below an H of 1.0; the greatest risk of
carci nogeni ¢ exposure is at 4.2 x 10-6 for soils ingestion, which is well within the acceptable risk range of
1x 10 -4to 1 x 10 -6. Consequently, remedial alternatives for the soils on the site will not be addressed
at this tinme.

The scenari os whi ch exceeded guidelines for acceptable human exposure were as follows: residents and site
workers currently taking the Navesink groundwater, although no current exposure is occurring under this
scenario; and a future use scenario of adult residents and their children living on the site, ingesting or
i nhal i ng noncarci nogeni ¢ contam nants in the | agoon sedi nents

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe K& site, if not addressed by one of the
active neasures considered in this Proposed Plan, may present a future threat to public health

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

An environnental assessnment was perforned to identify and estinmate the actual and/or potential adverse

ecol ogi cal inmpacts of contam nants rel eased by the K&Msite. A four-step process, very simlar to that used
in human health assessment, was utilized. It consists of: Problem Forrmulation - a qualitative eval uation of
contam nant release, mgration, and fate; identification of contam nants of concern, receptors, exposure

pat hways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the contaninants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study.
Exposure Assessment - a quantitative evaluation of contaninant release, mgration and fate; characterization
of exposure pathways and receptors; and neasurement of estimation of exposure point concentrations.

Ecol ogi cal Effects Assessment - literature reviews field studies, and toxicity tests, |inking contam nant
concentrations to effects on ecol ogical receptors. R sk Characterization - nmeasurenent or estimation of both
current and future adverse effects. Unlike the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent, the science of Environnental
Assessnment has not evol ved to the point where standard risk calcul ations can be made. Ri sk Characterization
is primarily the process of conparing the results of the Exposure Assessnent with he results of the Known
Ecol ogi cal Effects assessment.

The primary objective of this assessment was to estinmate the potential ecol ogical inpacts associated with the
rel ease of contaminants fromthe K& facility. Based upon: 1 ) the baseline information gathered during the
field investigation, 2) review of available data and literature, and 3) a conparison of the levels of site
contami nation to available toxicity data, there appear to be no contam nant-related i npacts on the i medi ate
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystens.

The study area of the K&M site has four primary ecol ogi cal features or coomunity types: open field, riparian
woodl ands, marsh, and stream Appropriate media for each were analyzed- i.e., respectively, surficial soils
(0-2 feet), and conposite soil sanples fromdepths greater than 2 feet, surface water and sedi ment from

Bar ker's Brook, and sedinment and soil fromthe adjacent narsh along the eastern portion of the site. The
ecol ogi cal risk assessment eval uated the contam nants of concern associated with each nmedi um community type,
and with the biota (plants and aninmals) of each. For the open field habitats, the soil-borne contam nants
list was conprised of phthalates (i,e., butylbenzyl phthal ate, bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate, and

di -n-octyl phthal ate) and | ead. The contaninants in the marsh sedi nents were phthal ates, chromum and | ead.
The Barker's Brook sedinents reveal ed contam nants of concern - phthal ates and chrom um the surface water of
the brook was elininated as a nedi um of environnental exposure on the basis that no contam nation was

det ect ed above New Jersey Surface Water Quality Criteria (NJSWX).

The only contam nant -rel ated ecol ogi cal inpact observed was to sone flora in the | agoon-fed marsh. This
stressed area was an isol ated section adjacent to the | agoon. Cbvious signs of phytotoxicity and adverse

i npacts were yellow, w thered vegetation, and vegetation stained black fromthe overflow of |agoon contents.
Recent site inspections indicate that the nmgjority of the marsh area vegetation has recovered; only the

bl ack-stai ned area i nmedi ately adjacent to the lagoon still exhibits contam nant-related stress to the flora
ecosystem The flora in the renainder of the study area appeared healthy and exhi bited a species conposition
indicative of simlar habitats el sewhere. There were no obvi ous physical abnormalities observed in the fauna
of the study area either, including numerous frogs found in the stressed area of the marsh. The study area
contai ned birds, mammal s and her pet of auna species that were representative of each habitat type

Additionally, the assenbl age of organisns in Barker's Brook adjacent to, upstream and downstream of the K&M



facility were typical for the habitat type.

The potential inpacts of contanmi nant exposure on |ocal biota were assessed based upon a review of avail able
criteria and the relevant literature. The primary sources for this infornation were: EPA Water Quality
Criteria and literature conpiled by the National Cceanographic and Atnospheric Administration (NOAA).
Detailed information on the potential ecological effects of the COCs is contained in Section 7 of the RI.
Detail ed information on the ecol ogi cal assessnent is contained in Appendix G of the R.

SCOPE AND RCLE OF ACTION

The two nedia identified in the Rl as potentially requiring renedial action are the |agoon sedinents and the
shal  ow groundwat er. The FS devel oped renedial alternatives that could renmedi ate both of these nedia.
Therefore, the preferred remedy in this Proposed Plan will address both the | agoon sedi nents and the shall ow
groundwat er. Additionally, an area stained black fromthe overflow of the | agoon requires restorati on because
of the contam nant-stressed vegetation. In light of the fact that this area is imedi ately adjacent to the

| agoon, renedial alternatives for this area will be evaluated along with the | agoon sedi nents

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES
Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on availabie informati on and standards such as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents

(ARARs), and risk-based | evels established in the risk assessment.

The followi ng renedi al action objectives were established

1 Prevent exposure through ingestion of contam nated | agoon and drai nage ditch sedinments
1 Restore an area of contam nant-stressed vegetation i mredi ately adjacent to the |agoon
1 Prevent exposure through ingestion of on-site contam nated groundwat er

To achi eve these objectives, EPA has devel oped site-specific, risk-based remediation goals. These renediati on
goal s woul d decrease direct contact risks at the site to the 10 -6 | evel. EPA understands that NJDEP has
devel oped soil cleanup guidelines designed to protect groundwater resources and has requested that the | agoon
sedi ments be renedi ated consistent with its Proposed O eanup Standards for Contaninated Sites (February
1992). Based on available infornation, EPA believes that its planned renedial construction project wll

achi eve the NJDEP guidelines. Notwithstanding this belief, EPA will ensure that any residual soil

contami nati on does not inpair the designated uses of the groundwater.

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Wiile there is currently not a conplete pathway for ingestion of the | agoon sedinent, this situation wll
likely change in the future. As mentioned above, the site is zoned Nei ghborhood Commrercial, which would all ow
the property to be used for residences or light commerce. Wiether the site is used for residential or |ight
comrerce, it is likely that the | agoon woul d be dernol i shed which could result in the sedinents being raised
to the surface. Wth the sediments being raised to the surface there will be a conplete pathway for ingestion
whi ch woul d then pose an unacceptable risk. In addition to the sedi nent posing potential unacceptable
ingestion risk, it also acts as a continuous source of contam nation to the upper aquifer.

CERCLA requires that each selected site renedy be protective of human health and the environnent, be cost
effective, conply with other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es and resource recovery alternatives to the nmaxi numextent practicable. In addition, the statute
includes a preference for the use of treatment as a principal elenent for the reduction of toxicity,

nmobi lity, or volume of the hazardous substances

The FS report evaluated, in detail, four remedial alternatives address the contam nati on associated with the
| agoon sedi nents, and three renedial alternatives to address the contam nation associated with on-site



gr oundwat er .
These alternatives are:
LAGOON SEDI MENT ALTERNATI VES

Alternative LS-1: No Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $0

Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost : $0
Estimated 5 Year Revi ew Cost: $36, 500
Estimated Present Worth: $102, 000
Esti mated Construction Tine: None

CERCLA and the NCP require the evaluation of a No Action alternative to serve as a point of conparison with
other renedial action alternatives. The No Action alternative for the |agoon sedinments would allow the site
toremaininits present condition. Because this alternative would result in contam nants renaining on site,
CERCLA requires that the site be reviewed at | east every five years. If justified by the review, renedial
actions may be inplenmented to renove or treat the wastes. No other action is proposed under this alternative.

Alternative LS 2: Cap/ Cover

Estimated Capital Cost: $760, 000

Estimated Annual Q&M $1, 000

Estimated 5 Year Review Cost: $7, 200

Esti mated Present Wrth: $796, 000

Estimated Construction Tine: three nonths

This alternative would require the dewatering of the Iagoon, filling and regrading to meet the surroundi ng

t opography. and the installation of a cap or cover. Approximately 31,000 square feet of contam nated | agoon
sedi nent area woul d be capped. The alternative would require deed restrictions to protect the capped area.
The three options considered for this alternative are:

Option 2a: Veget ati ve Cover
Option 2b: Asphal t/ Concrete Cap
Option 2c: RCRA Cap

An asphalt cap on the | agoon has been used for costing purposes however, any of the capping. alternatives
woul d be simlar in cost because of the small surface area involved. A conplete breakdown of costs for each
option can he found in Appendi x B of the FS. A vegetative cover woul d be used on the area of

contami nant-stressed vegetation i medi ately adjacent to the | agoon. Because this alternative would result in
contam nants renaining on site above heal th-based | evels, CERCLA requires that the site be revi ened every
five years.

Alternative LS 3: Excavation/Of-Site Treatnment of Hot Spot/Of-Site D sposal
Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $1, 294, 000

Esti mat ed Annual O8M $0

Estimated 5 Year Revi ew Cost: $0

Esti mated Present Wrth: $1, 294, 000

Esti mated Construction Tine: four nonths

The | agoon sediments and berm soils contaninated with COCs (approximately 1000 cubic yards) woul d be
excavat ed and di sposed off site. Sanpling during the R indicates the likelihood that hot spots of
contamination exist within the |agoon sedinents. A conservative costing neasure, it was assuned that any
goon sedi ments found to exhi bit hazardous characteristics would be incinerated with the renaining ash being



di sposed of in a RCRA Subtitle Clandfill, and those sediments found to be non-hazardous woul d be di sposed
off site in a RCRA Subtitle D landfill. Al excavated areas would be backfilled with suitable fill and
regraded. The area of contam nant-stressed vegetation i medi ately adjacent to the | agoon woul d be excavat ed
and backfilled with, conpatible soils and at a grade that will preserve a wetland hydrogeol ogy and support
wet | and vegetation. Any sedinents found in the drainage ditch that exceed the cleanup criteria for the
contanminants of concern will be excavated and backfilled with conpatible soils.

Alternative LS 4: Excavation/ O f-Site Incineration/
Of-Site D sposal

Estimated Capital Cost: $2, 454, 000
Esti mated Annual O8M $0
Estimated 5 Year Revi ew Cost: $0

Esti mated Present Wrth: $2, 454, 000
Esti mat ed Construction Tine: t hree nont hs

A total of approxinmately 1000 cubic yards of organic contam nated | agoon sedi nents woul d be excavated, packed
in druns, and transported to a RCRA permtted incineration and disposal facility. The |agoon sedi nents woul d
be incinerated and appropriately disposed of off site. Incineration is a thermal process that destroys all
forms of combustible waste naterials. Al excavated areas would be filled with clean soil and graded. The
area of contami nant-stressed vegetation i mediately adjacent to the |agoon woul d be excavated and backfill ed
Wth conpatible soils and at a grade that will preserve a wetland hydrogeol ogy and support wetl and

vegetati on. Any sedinents found in the drainage ditch that exceed the cleanup criteria for the contam nants
of concern will be excavated and backfilled with conpatible soils.

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER ALTERNATI VES

Alternative GN¥1: No Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $0

Esti mated Annual O8M $0
Estimated 5 Year Revi ew Cost: $36, 500
Esti mated Present Wrth: $102, 000
Esti mated Construction Tine: None

CERCLA and the NCP require the evaluation of a No Action alternative to serve as a point of conparison wth
other renedial action alternatives. The No Action alternative for the shall ow groundwater would allow the
site to remain in its present condition. Because this alternative would result in contam nants remaining on
site above health-based | evels, CERCLA requires that the site be reviewed at | east every five years. If
justified by the review, renedial actions may be inplenented to renove or treat the wastes. No other action
is proposed under this alternative.

Alternative GW2: Limted Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $27, 300
Esti mated Annual O8SM $29, 000
Estimated 5 Year Revi ew Cost: $7, 200
Esti mated Present Wrth: $499, 000
Esti mated Construction Tine: one nonth

The limted action alternative for the contam nated shall ow groundwater underlying the site would include a
lone-termnonitoring program and an institutional control program The nonitoring programwoul d include the
installation of an additional well, and the sanpling of all existing and new wells on a periodic basis. If,
in the future, the nmonitoring programdetects an exposure to contanmination fromthe site in excess of
drinking water standards, additional remedial action would be considered. The institutional control program
woul d place well restrictions on the use of shallow wells in the imediate vicinity of the site.



Alternative GN¥3: Collection and Treat nent

Estimated Capital Cost: $2, 804, 000
Esti mat ed Annual O&M $370, 000
Estimated 5 Year Revi ew Cost: $36, 500
Esti mated Present Wrth: $8, 415, 000
Esti mated Construction Tine: two years

This alternative would provide for on-site collection and treatment of contam nated groundwater, Collection
of groundwat er woul d be acconplished through the installation of trenches al ong the downgradi ent portion of
the property. Three cl eanup processes woul d be necessary to treat the Navesi nk Formati on groundwat er
pretreatment to reduce scaling or fouling, organic conpound renoval, and inorganics renoval. The treatnent
systemrequired for these procedures would consist of: 1) Chenical Precipitation and Settling, 2) W

Oxi dation, and 3) lon Exchange. G oundwater would need to be treated to neet both New Jersey Surface Water
Quality Criteria and Federal and State drinking water standards (MCLs) prior to surface water discharge

EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed agai nst nine eval uation
criteria, including, overall protection of human health and the environnent, conpliance with applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requirenments, |long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence, reduction of toxicity,

nmobi lity or volume, short-termeffectiveness, inplementability, cost, and state and community acceptance

The evaluation criteria are described bel ow

Overal |l protection of human health and the environnment addresses whether or not a renedy provides
adequat e protection and describes how ri sks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls

Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) addresses whether or not a
remedy will neet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents of other federal and
state environnental statutes and requirenents or provide grounds for invoking a waiver

Long-term effecti veness and pernmanence refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environnment over tine, once cleanup goals have been net.

Reduction of toxicity, nobility. or volume is the anticipated performance of the treatnent
t echnol ogi es a remedy nay enpl oy.

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protecti on and any adverse
i npacts on human health and the environnent that nmay be posed during the construction and
i npl enentation period until cleanup goals are achi eved

Inplenentability is the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
avail ability of materials and services needed to inplenent a particular option

Cost includes estimated capital and operation and mai nt enance costs, and net present worth costs

State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS reports and Proposed Plan, the
state concurs, opposes, or has no conment on the preferred alternative

Communi 1y acceptance w |l be assessed in the Record of Decision followi ng a review of the public
comment s, received on the Proposed Plan

The following is a conparative analysis of the renedial alternatives for the K&M site, based upon the
evaluation criteria noted above



I OQverall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The No Action Alternative (LS-1) would not Iimt or prevent exposure to the contam nated | agoon sedi nents.
Therefore, it would not provide adequate overall protection of human health and the environment. Alternative
LS-2 woul d prevent exposure to the | agoon sedinents through the use of a cap or cover. Wile capping would
of fer adequate protection of human health, future threats to the environnent would remain since the

contami nants woul d remain beneath the cap. Alternative LS-2 would offer better overall protection of human
heal th and the environnment than LS-1. The excavation and off-site treatnment alternatives, LS 3 and LS4,

woul d elimnate any potential future exposure. Alternatives LS-2, LS-3 and LS-4 woul d achi eve protectiveness
at the conpl etion of construction.

Al t hough no current exposure to contaninated groundwater is occurring, future exposure is possible.
Alternative GM 1 does not incorporate any renedial action. A five-year review would involve sanpling and
anal ysis of existing groundwater nonitoring wells. Therefore, Alternative GM1 woul d provi de some protection
of human health. Alternative GN2 offers an groundwater nonitoring program and incorporates well
restrictions. If, during the groundwater monitoring, contam nated groundwater is found to be mgrating to a
drinking water source, renedial action would be considered. Alternative G¥2, in conparison to G¥1, would
nore effectively ensure the overall protection of human health. Aternative GM3, through punpi ng and
treating contam nated groundwater, woul d offer an increased | evel of overall protection of human health and
the environnent conpared to GM1 and GW 2.

1 Conpliance with ARARs

Alternative LS -1 would not achieve the health-based clean goals for the | agoon sedinments. The cap in
Alternative LS-2 would prevent exposure to | agoon sedinments, and therefore would satisfy the renedial action
objective. Alternatives LS-3 and LS-4 woul d neet all ARARs for the sedinents.

Al though Alternative GM1 would not acconplish the renedial action objective for the groundwater, there is no
current exposure contam nated groundwater. Therefore, contam nant-specific ARARs (MCLs) are not applicable
but coul d be considered rel evant and appropriate. Aternative G¥2 woul d neet ARARs and effectively ensure
the prevention of exposure to contam nated groundwater through a nore conprehensive groundwat er mnonitoring
programand wel | restrictions. Alternative G¥3 would treat the groundwater until MCLs are attained within
the aquifer; ARARs for extraction and treatnment prior to discharge would al so be net.

1 Long-term Effectiveness

Alternative LS. 1 would not naintain reliable protection of human health and the environment. Alternative
LS-2 woul d provi de acceptabl e reduction in risk, however, hazardous substances would renmain on site,
requiring long-term mai ntenance to preserve its protectiveness. Alternatives LS 3 and LS-4 woul d renove all
hazar dous substances in the | agoon sedinents, and therefore, would provide the best |ong-termeffectiveness.

Al t hough contam nant levels in the shallow groundwater are above MCLs, they are expected to gradual ly reduce,
through natural attenuation, to health-based | evels. Therefore, Alternatives G¥1 and G¥#2 woul d eventual ly
provi de adequate | ong-termprotectiveness. Alternative GM2 incorporates a nore conprehensive nonitoring
program and therefore, would nore iably ensure protectiveness of human health than Alternative GV 1.
Alternative GM3 would be consistent with the long-termeffectiveness goals for the site by treating the
groundwat er until MCLs are achieved, or it becomes technically infeasible to attain remedi ati on goal s.

I Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune

Alternative LS-1 would not achieve any reduction in toxicity, nmobility or volune of the |agoon sedinents.
Alternative LS-2 would result in a reduction in nmobility of the COCs in the | agoon sedinents, but would not
reduce toxicity or volune. Capping would significantly reduce infiltration of runoff through the |agoon
sedi nents, transport of |agoon sediments via surface runoff, and volatilization of COCs in the | agoon
sedinents. Alternatives LS -3 and LS-4 would reduce the toxicity, nmobility and volume of the COCs in the

| agoon sedi ments.



Alternatives G¥1 and GV 2 woul d, over time, achieve reductions in toxicity and volune of the |ow |l evels of
COCs in the groundwater through natural attenuation. Alternative GV¥3 woul d reduce the toxicity, nobility and
volume of the COCs in the groundwater through active treatnent in a shorter period of tine.

Short-term Ef fecti veness

Alternative LS-1 would not have any adverse short-terminpacts. Aternatives LS-2, LS 3 and LS4 would

invol ve disturbing the | agoon sedinents to varying degrees, which woul d generate dust and vol atile em ssions.
Alternative LS-2 would create mninal disturbance of the sedinments and short-terminpacts during construction
of the cap. Excavation in Alternatives LS-3 and LS 4 would have the nost short-term adverse effects. These
alternatives nmay require air nonitoring and engi neering controls to reduce airborne dust and em ssions. All
of the | agoon sediment alternatives would require inplenmentation of a health and safety plan to nininize any
risks to on-site workers and nearby residents.

Alternative GM1 woul d not have any adverse short-terminpacts. Aternative GN¥2 would have m ni mal
short-terminpacts associated with the installation and sanpling of a nonitoring well. Aternative G¥3 woul d
have the greatest short-terminpacts, nanmely hazards associated with the extraction, treatnent, and di sposal
of contam nated groundwater. Alternatives G¥2 and G¥3 would require the inplenentation of a health and
safety plan tor mnimze the associated short-termri sks.

I Inplenmentability

The technical and admi nistrative feasibility of inplenenting Alternative LS 1 is mnimal. The only activity
conducted under Alternative LS -1 would be the required five year review. Cap or cover construction, in
Alternative LS-2, can be easily inplenented using readily available technology. Alternatives LS-3 and LS-4
al so incorporate easily inplenentable technologies. Alternative LS4 may experience nore admnistrative
difficulty than LS-3 due to the potentially limted Availability for off-site hazardous waste incineration
capacity.

The technical and administrative feasibility of inplenenting Alternative GM1 is nminimal. The only activity
conducted under Alternative GM1 would be the required five year reviews. Administratively, Aternative GV¥2
woul d require the inplementation of well restrictions for the affected area. Alternative G¥3 would be nore
conmplex in its technical and adm nistrative inplenmentation than G¥ 1 and GV 2.

1 Cost

The estimated present worth costs for the | agoon sedinent alternatives are as follows: $112, 600 for
Alternative LS-1, $796,000 for LS-2, $1.29 mllion for LS-3 and $2.45 nmillion for LS-4. In evaluating cost
effectiveness, Alternative LS-3 that satisfies the Renedial Action Objectives to the greatest extent at the
| east cost.

The estinmated present worth costs for the groundwater alternatives include $112,600 for Alternative GV¥ 1,
$499, 000 for GW¥2, and $8.41 mllion for Alternative G¥3. O the alternatives that acconplish the Renedial
Action hjectives for the groundwater and provide for the protection of human health, Alternative GM2 is the
nost cost effective.

1 State Acceptance
The State of New Jersey supports the preferred alternatives presented in this Proposed Pl an.

I Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred alternatives, will be assessed in the RCD foll owi ng review of the
public comments received on the Proposed Pl an.

PREFERRED ALTERNATI VES



Based upon an eval uation of the various alternatives, EPA and NJDEP recomrend Alternative LS 3:
Excavation/Of-Site Treatnment of Hot Spots/ O f-Site D sposal for the |agoon sedinments and A ternative GWV2:
Limted Action for the groundwater. The conmponents of the Preferred Alternatives are:

For |agoon sedinments (Alternative LS 3):

Approxi mately 1000 cubi c yards woul d be excavated and di sposed off site. Any | agoon sedinents found to

exhi bit hazardous characteristics would be transported off site to a permtted hazardous waste
treatnent and disposal facility. Those sedinments found to be non-hazardous woul d be di sposed off site
in a RCRA Subtitle DIlandfill. Al excavated areas woul d be backfilled with suitable fill and

regraded. The area of contam nant-stressed vegetation i medi ately adjacent to the | agoon woul d be
excavat ed and backfilled with topsoil and seeded to pronote vegetative growth. Any sedinments found in
the drainage ditch that exceed the cleanup criteria for the contam nants of concern will be excavated
and backfilled with conpatible soils.

For groundwater (Alternative GM2):
A conpr ehensi ve groundwat er nonitoring programwoul d be established, including installation of an

additional nonitoring well, and sanpling and analysis of all new and existing nmonitoring wells.
Additionally, well restrictions on the affected groundwater woul d be incorporated. NJDEP will

establish a O assification Exenption Area (CEA) based on the groundwater nonitoring to ensure that new

wells will not be installed w thout appropriate precautions.

The preferred alternatives (Alternatives LS-3 and G¥2) woul d achi eve cl eanup objectives, and at | ess cost
than the other options. EPA and the NIJDEP believe that the preferred alternatives woul d be protective of
human health and the environnent, would conply with ARARs, be cost effective, and would utilize pernanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the naxi num extent
practi cabl e.

In summary, the preferred alternatives are protective of human health and the environnent, conply with
federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and are cost effective. This renmedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent

technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable. Therefore, EPA believes the preferred alternatives provide
the best bal ance anong alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria..

<I M5 SCR 029278K>
<I M5 SCR 0296278L>



<I M5 SRC 0296278M>

Representatives of the U 'S. Environnental Protection Agency
Invite you to Attend Public Meeting

on the Proposed dean Up of the

Kauffman & M nteer Superfund Site in Jobstown, N. J.

The Ti me: 7:00 p.m
The Dat e: Tuesday, July 23, 1996
The Pl ace: Springfield Townshi p Muni ci pal Hall
Jacksonvi | | e- Jobst own
Road

Jobstown, N.J. 08041

Representatives fromthe EPA win give presentations on the proposed clean UP of the Kauffrman & M nteer
superfund site, and will be available to answer your questions and take public comrent. If you wish to review
site-rel ated documents, they are available to the public at the Town Gerk's office at the above address.

Pl ease nake every effort to attend this meeting and if you have any questions you may contact Ann Rychl enski,
Community Rel ations Coordinator, U S. EPA 212/637-3672.

<I MG SRC 0296278N>
<I M5 SRC 029627800>
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2 MB. RYCHLENSKI: Good eveni ng.
3 Thank you all for conming out here tonight. M/ name
4 is Ann Rychlenski, and I'mthe Community Rel ations
5 Coordinator fromthe U S Environnental Protection

6 Agency for the Kauffnan and M nteer Superfund Site.

7 I want to thank you all for com ng
8 out here tonight. This neeting is for EPA to present

9 to you its proposed plan for the cleanup of the

10 Kauffman & M nteer site. And I'mjust going to go

11  through a couple of things very quickly before we

12  open up the floor.

13 I want to introduce ny coll eagues
14  here fromEPA and al so from TAMB Consul tants. They

15 are our contractors that are working on this site for

16 us.

17 I"mgoing to start at the far end of
18 the table. Pam Pierce. Pamis a Senior Engineer

19 with TAVS Consul tants.

20 And if you take a | ook at your

21 neeting agenda, you'll see that Pamis going to be

22 giving the results of the investigation that we did

23 out at the site.

24 And then, at the other end here, is
25 Paol o Pascetta. Paolo will be the new Renedi al

Quy J. Renzi & Associates



2 Project Manager for this site. I'"'mgoing to talk a

3 little bit about that. It's sort of changi ng hands

4 due to a reorgani zati on at EPA

5 And then, to ny imrediate right is
6 Charlie Tenerella. | think some of you know

7 Charlie. Charlie has been in other meetings down

8 here.

9 Charlie is the Section Chief for

10 this particular site. But that will be changing

11 too, and I'lIl be introducing the new Section Chief

12 for that under the EPA reorganization

13 And right here to ny left is the
14 | ady who has been the Project Manager for this site

15 This is Melissa Grard. And she's going to be giving
16 a presentation, also, on our Proposed Plan for the
17 cleanup of the site. And Charlie is going to be

18 talking to you a little bit about how Superfund

19 wor ks.
20 It's been a while since we've been
21 out here. And nmaybe sone peopl e have forgotten.

22 don't whet her things have changed, whether there are
23 interesting policies going on that nay effect the

24 site, but Charlie is going to talk to you alittle
25 bit about that.

Quy J. Renzi & Associates



2 And again, like | said, the purpose
3 of the meeting is to talk about what it is that we
4 are proposing for the cleanup of Kauffman and

5 M nt eer.

6 Now, one of the reasons that we hold
7 a public nmeeting is to get public comrent. Because

8 one of the criteria by which EPA nakes a decision on

9 how we clean up a site, if to clean up a site, one of

10 the things we look at is public comrent.

11 So we are here tonight to hear your
12 concerns, to hear your questions, to hopefully answer

13 them

14 And we have a stenographer here this
15 evening for that purpose. She wll take your

16 coment s down, your questions down. Like |I said, we

17  will answer them

18 There's a docunent that we put out
19 after we go through a public nmeeting, it's called a

20 Responsi veness Sunmary.

21 It's exactly lay as it sounds. It
22 is our responses to your questions and coments.

23 That is a published docunment that will come out a

24 little while later along with this transcript from

25 this neeting.

Quy J. Renzi & Associates



2 Because a transcript is being done
3 tonight, I'mgoing to ask you all to please hold your

4 questions until the very, very end. Wen you do ask

5 your questions, please stand up, speak very clearly,

6 give your nane if you're confortable with that. |f

7 you're not, that's okay. But | do ask that you

8 mention where it is that you live. Just the town is

9 fine. And please do that so that we could have an

10 accurate recording of this particular neeting.

11 It makes it a |lot easier on the
12 person who is doing the transcription. So pl ease do

13 that when we get to the very, very end.

14 A few other things that are going on
15 here, and when we | ook at public comment, we | ook at

16 the neeting itself and what you're to be hearing here

17 tonight, there are other ways to look at a site.

18 W have an Infornmation Repository.
19 And that's made up of the documents that are

20 generated by EPA that are pertinent to this

21 particular site.

22 You can find those docunments in
23 Virginia Freck's office in the Ofice of the derk

24  Virginia you want to say.

25 MS. FRECK: Hi .

Quy J. Renzi & Associates



2 MR RYCHLENSKI : Ckay. Virginia has
3 been very good, Springfield Township has been real

4 good, about hol ding those docurments for us and

5 keeping themin good order.

6 You are wel cone to corme and | ook at

7 themat any time, make copies if you' d like. And you

8 can get an good idea of what has happened on the site

9 and the history of it so that you could put things

10 into perspective.

11 W have a public coment period on
12 this site as we do with all others when we cone to

13 this point when we put out a Proposed Plan for

14 cl eanup.

15 There will be comment taken here

16 tonight. But if there are things that you may think

17 of or if you wish to investigate further and send

18 your conments in witing, you can send themto

19 Melissa Grard.

20 And we need to have those postnarked
21 by cl ose of business August 7, 1996. So if you have

22 anything witten, please nake sure you get themto

23 Melissa by that tinme.

24 Now, you can find Melissa' s address
25 inthis, in the Proposed Plan. | hope you all have a

Quy J. Renzi & Associates



2 copy of this. They're right outside.

3 Pl ease, take a copy this so that you
4 can read through the Proposed Pl an and under st and

5 exactly what it is that we're going to be doing.

6 Al so, please take a neeting agenda
7 if you don't have one. And, also, nake sure that you

8 signin. If you don't signin, I can't keep a good

9 mailing list and keep it up to date.

10 So this way, if your nane is on
11 there with your address, | can at |east keep you

12 abreast of the other things that are going on at

13 Kauf fman and M nteer.

14 Before | turn this over to Charlie
15 totalk to you a little bit about Superfund sites, |

16 just want to introduce the other people that are here

17 this evening and that will be taking over the site.

18 Agai n, Paol o Pascetta, who will be
19 t he new Renedi al Project Manager; and Janet

20 Fel dstein, you want to say hi?

21 M5. FELDSTEIN. Hi.

22 MB. RYCHLENSKI: She will be taking
23 Charlie's place on this one. Again, like | said,

24 there's been a reorganization at EPA

25 | also want to acknow edge two

Quy J. Renzi & Associates
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peopl e. There is a lady by the nanme of Mary Lou
Parra who is here from New Jersey DEP.

Mary Lou, want to say hi?

MB. PARRA: H .

M5. RYCHLENSKI : Thank you. And
al so, | want to acknow edge Martin Poinsett, |ongtine
mayor. | net M. Poinsett a very long time ago.
Thanks for being here and for the continuity,
certainly.

And wi thout further ado, |let ne hand
this over to Charlie.

MR TENERELLA: | wanted to give you
just a little overview of what Superfund is. It's
basically the federal |aw that cleans up hazardous
waste sites around the country.

And the first step in that process
is for asite to be listed on sonething we call the
National Priority List. And Kauffnan and M nteer
made that |ist a nunber of years ago.
What that allowed us to do, was use

federal noney to study the site, do a full scale of
what we call a Remedial Investigation.

And al so, in the past couple of
years, in fact, there has been sone activity at the

Renzi & Associ ates



2 site while we have taken sone activities in an area

3 we call Renoval Actions. Wiere we are allowed to

4 bring our staff out quickly and spend federal noney

5 to take sonme of the, in this case, wastewater out of

6 the lagoon and sone trailers and some druns and

7 things that were on the site. And we got those out

8 qui ck.

9 But that's -- we knew we were going
10 take it off, but we got that done quickly without

11 goi ng through the full process where we are now,

12 sonething called a Record of Decision, which is the

13 full scal e cleanup.

14 In the neantine, we concurrently
15 have been | ooking at the site to determ ne what risks

16 it had.

17 Wien we first cane out here -- [|'ve
18 had the site for a long. Wien we first canme out

19 here, it was sonme sense that Kauffnman and M nteer

20 m ght be a rather nasty site, either froma public

21 heal th perspective or ecol ogically. Because there

22 was some -- | think there was a dead duck or

23 sonmet hing, 'dead aninals in the area. And as we did

24 our initial investigations, we found that it wasn't

25 quite so bad here.

Quy J. Renzi & Associates
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In fact, one of the burdens we've
had on the site that's caused us a long time in
com ng back to you with this decision was that the
risks were not extreme at the site. And we had to
question what kind of an action to take, if any, at
the site.

So the good news is, that this is

not a real problemsite. The bad news is, it took us
a while to get here to tell you that. But we are
going to take sone actions which will be described to
you tonight.

Ri ght now we're in the process of
the public comment period before we issue a forner
Record of Deci sion.

What that does is, it allows the
agency to use the Federal Superfund to pay for the
full scale cleanup, whatever is deternmined to be the
cleanup in our plan, and then we could go on from
t here.

Realistically, right now, noney is
an object. It wasn't a couple of years ago, but it
isnowin terns of the priority setting nationally
for site cleanups.

And as | said before, as we studied
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BY M5, Pl ERCE
Kauf fman and M nteer and found out that we don't have

a lot of heavy risks, and where we did have some
ri sks we took out the offending chenicals quickly and
earlier, the renmaining part of the cleanup may not
happen i nmedi atel y because funds nmay not be
avai |l abl e.

Because there is a national linmited
pot of noney now, and the priorities are set based on
public health issues.

And Kauffman and M nteer is not an
extrene public health danger, so it m ght be some
tine before the actual cleanup can get started.

Wen it does, because of the scale
of cleanup on this site, we think we can get it done
rather quickly. And it won't take a number of years
like a dozen or so of the larger sites that we have
in New Jersey. So that's where we are now.

W'll go into some detail in terns
of what we found on our investigations and what our
plans for the cleanup are. And we'll try to keep the
presentations fairly short and then open it up for
questions, and use the detail of your questions to
provi de other answers to you.

Thank you.
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2 M5. RYCHLENSKI : Pam

3 MB. Pl ERCE: Can everyone see this?
4 I'd like to start by giving you a little bit a of

5 background about the Kauffrman and M nteer site

6 First, it operated as a transport
7 conmpany for bulk Iiquids. Some of the chenicals that

8 they transported included plasticizer agents and

9 soaps.

10 As part of the operations, Kauffman
11 and Mnteer rinsed the trucks after transporting the
12 bul k |iquids and di sposed of the wastewater, the wash
13 water, into an on-site |l agoon which is shown here in
14 bl ue (I ndicating).

15 Now, the site is located on the

16 corner at the intersection of Mnnmouth Road and

17 Jobst own- Jul i ust own Road

18 The property itself is only five
19 and-a-hal f acres, but for the purposes of Renedia

20 Investigation, we considered it to be a 25 -- roughly
21 a 25-acre area that's bounded by the -- that includes
22 the site in the marsh area, which is to the east of

23 the site over towards Barker's Brook, which is this

24 line here (Indicating) towards the south of the site
25 and al ong Jobst own-Jul i ustown Road. So that was what
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BY Ms. Pl ERCE
we considered as the site in our Renedial
I nvesti gati on.

To give you a little bit of a
history on the work that's been done thus far at the
site. As Charlie explained, there have been
several -- the site has a long history. And there
have been several investigations of the site between
the period of roughly 1981 to 1988.

In 1985, a Site Investigati on was
perforned where they determ ned that there was enough
of a potential risk associated with the site to pl ace
it on the National Priorities List, and that occurred
in 1989.

In 1991, EPA renoved the liquid
contents of the | agoon. And the Renedi al
I nvestigation was conducted between 1991 and 1995
And that's the bulk of- what 1'Il be tal ki ng about
toni ght.

I n 1995, EPA al so renoved tankers
and druns containi ng wastewater that were on the
site

The Renedi al I nvestigation was
broken down into seven major conponents. The first

of which was the geophysical survey and soil gas
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BY M5, Pl ERCE
survey

Ceophysi cal survey is where we
eval uated the subsurface on the site and tried to get
sone i dea of the characteristics of the site.

W investigated the characteristics
of the Navesink aquifer, which is the shallow aquifer
that derives directly beneath the site, as well as
the characteristics of the Wnonah-Munt Laure

aqui fer, which is the deeper aquifer and bel ow t he
Navesi nk, which is where the wells in the area obtain
their groundwater -- their potable water from

W al so sanpled fromthe | agoon and

took various surface water sanples across the site.
This figure shows sone of the | agoon surface soil
sanpling locations (Indicating).

W took sanples around the perineter

of the lagoon to try to get a representative sanple
to get an idea what the contents of the |agoon
sedi ments were

And we al so took surface soi
sanpl es across the site, including sanples in the
marsh, to address or to investigate potentia
contam nation in the marsh area

W also did a surface water and
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BY M5. Pl ERCE

sedi nent sanpling. These |ocations, as you can see.

W took sanples upstreamof the site on Barker's
Brook; we took a sanple mdstreamand a sanple
downstream of the site.

W al so took a coupl e sanpl es al ong

t he drainage ditch which runs al ong

Jobst own- Jul i ust own Road. This overhead al so shows

t he groundwater sanpling |ocations.

W installed nine wells to
suppl ement the three existing wells. The three
existing wells were wells that were in the shall ow
Navesi nk aquifer, and we installed the three deep
wel | s.

O those nine, three of themwere
deep wel ls down in the Wenonah- Mount Laurel aquifer.
Then the renmmining six were shallow wells as well.

W investigated the subsurface to
try to get an idea of the extent of contam nation
bel ow the site. How nuch of any site contanination
has m grated downwar d.

And this indicates sone of the
| ocations we investigated, which includes the septic
tank area off the northern corner of the existing

buil ding; w thin the underground storage tank area,
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2 which is south of the building, as well as the

3 wast ewat er col lection pit that was used to store sone
4 of the wash water prior to transfer to the | agoon.

5 Al so, as part of the Renedi al

6 I nvestigation, we conducted an ecol ogi cal

7 investigation to determine if there ecol ogi cal

8 i mpacts associated with the contanination that's

9 on-site.

10 It's not listed here, but we al so
11 perforned a Human Health Ri sk Assessnent to eval uate
12 the inmpacts, if any, on human health due to exposure
13 to site contam nants.

14 The results of the Human Heal th Ri sk
15 Assessment. W& determned that there was some risk

16 associ ated with ingestion of the Navesink

17 groundwater. And that risk was driven by vinyl,

18 chloride and beryllium And there was al so sone risk
19 associated with ingestion of |agoon sedinent and that
20 ri sk being phthal at es. I want to qualify the risks
21 here in that.

22 For the Navesink ingestion

23 scenario. Wat that requires is, that you are

24 wi thdrawi ng water, you're ingesting water that has
25 been withdrawn fromthe site.
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2 There's no evidence of any of the
3 contami nation noving off the property boundaries. So
4 you woul d be required to drink water on a daily basis
5 froma well on the site for a natter -- for a period
6 of years.

7 And the ingestion of |agoon

8 sedinents, again, is a fairly conservative scenario.

9 And it's sonewhat self explanatory.

10 You know, if you ingest the -- if
11 you have access to the | agoon sedi ments and i ngest
12 themfor a period of seven years, then there is a

13 risk associated with that as well.

14 W al so determned, that for the
15 ecol ogi cal investigation that the real -- the only
16 real evidence of any ecol ogi cal stress on the system
17 was the vegetation that's directly adjacent to the
18 marsh, which is a result of the |agoon overfl ow ng
19 into the nmarsh.

20 That was the only evidence of any
21 contam nated-rel ated stress to the Ecol ogi cal

22 System

23 M5. 4 RARD: okay. So | took Pam s
24 information and the information fromthe Renedial

25 Investigation. And the next step involved is to do
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what's called a Feasibility Study.

And what that does is go over sone

different alternatives to address the areas of
concern at the site, and that being the | agoon
sedi ments and t he Navesi nk groundwater.
There's a nunber of general Response
Actions that we look at in the FS. Anywhere from
being No Action, which will be nothing at all, to a
Limted Action. And then we have Contai nment,
On-site Treatnent and O f-site Treatnent.
And fromthat we go to the Proposed
Pl an, and we devel op Renedi al Action Chjectives.
Those Renedi al - Acti ons Ohj ectives consisted of
preventing exposure through ingestion of contani nated
| agoon and drai nage ditch sedi nments; restoring an
area of contam nant-stressed vegetation i mediately
adj acent to the lagoon; and preventing' exposure
t hrough ingestion of on-site contam nated
gr oundwat er .

The drai nage ditch sedinents are
sonmething that we will be addressing during design.
There was one hit of phthal ates over our cleanup
criteria in a drainage ditch. That testing was done
in the early 1990's.
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2 W want to confirmthat that is

3 still a problem and if so, we will be taking that

4 out with the |agoon sedinents at the tinme of the

5 Reredi al Acti on.

6 What the Proposed Plan does is -- we
7 have nine evaluation criteria that we use to

8 det erm ne whi ch Remedi al Action we're going to take

9 at the site.

10 O course, the first and nost

11 inmportant is, COverall Protection of Human Health and
12 t he Environment.

13 Second, is the Conpliance Wth

14 ARARs, which is Applicable, Relevant and Appropriate
15 Requirenments. Basically what that is, is just the

16 federal and state statutes and regul ations that apply
17 to these alt alternatives.

18 The third one is, Long-term

19 Ef f ecti veness and Permanence. Just to make sure that
20 this Remedial Action will take care of. the problem
21 associated with the site.

22 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility and
23 Volume. That's pretty self explanatory.

24 Short-term Ef fectiveness. |If you
25 can do it in a short period of tinme and what's the
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2 effectiveness of doing it in that period of tine.

3 I npl ementability. That's self

4 expl anatory. How i npl ementable is the alternative.

5 Cost. How nmuch it's going to cost
6 with respect to all the other criteria.

7 State Acceptance is one of our

8 criteria as well, and we do have the state's concerns
9 for the Proposed Plan on this.

10 And the last, but not least is,
11 Community Acceptance. And that's why we're here

12 t oday.

13 Ckay. Lagoon Sedi nent

14 Al ternatives. These are the alternatives that have

15 been chosen for the Proposed Plan from eval uation

16 through the Feasibility Study that we think pertain
17 the nost to what is the issue at the site for the

18 | agoon sedi nents.

19 No Action has to be evaluated. It's
20 just one of our requirements to give sort of a

21 basel ine for what occurs here.

22 The second one is a cap or a cover
23 that woul d adequately help the protection of human

24 health and the environnment at a relatively decent

25 cost.
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2 The third one is excavation and
3 off-site treatnent of hot spots and off-site

4 di sposal .

5 And what that would entail is pretty
6 nuch simlar to the | ast one, which is excavation,

7 off-site incineration, and off-site disposal.

8 However, what we believe at the
9 site, fromthe data that we've collected, is that

10 there is distinct spots of contamination in the

11 sedinent -- in the |agoon sedinent that aren't

12 necessarily w despread.

13 So what we want to do is not

14 necessarily spend the absol ute anount of noney,

15 taking out all of the sediments and treating them all
16 at once.

17 What we're planning to do is,

18 actually, to take out all of the sedinents, test

19 them see which ones are hazardous.

20 If they' re hazardous, then we'll
21 send themto a RCRA Subtitle C treatnent and di sposal
22 facility.

23 The rest of those sedinents that are
24 not hazardous will end up going to a Subtitle B

25 facility, which is just a municipal landfill.
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2 And this is just sone of

3 the -- | just want to show you this quickly, about

4 what we're | ooking at here.

5 These are the different tine franes
6 it will take to inplement each of the plans or each

7 of the options, and what they're cost woul d be.

8 As you coul d see, the difference

9 bet ween not doi ng anything here, a hundred and two

10 thousand dollars in no time, and what we're actually

11 going to be presenting as our preferred alternative,

12 which is excavation, off-site treatnment of hot spots

13 and off-site disposal. You know, which is

14 approximately 1.2 mllion dollars.

15 The difference between those two and
16 t he excavation and off-site incineration and di sposal

17 is relatively large. And the inplenentation tine is

18 t he same.

19 And the protection to the human

20 health and the environment is just the-same for any

21 residents in this area.

22 The sediments are going to be taken
23 off-site and either treated, like | said, in a

24 hazardous waste facility or sent to a Subtitle B

25 landfill. W' re not planning on | eaving any of the
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2 sedi ments here.

3 So the third option and the fourth
4 option are pretty much the sanme from your

5 st andpoi nt .

6 As for the shal |l ow groundwat er

7 alternatives, sane thing as for the | agoon sedi nent

8 alternatives, No Action has to be evaluated as a

9 basel i ne.

10 The second alternative was a Limted
11 Action, which includes nmonitoring and institutional

12 controls.

13 What that basically consists of, is
14 that during design we're going to -- we have -- as

15 Pam who spoke before, we have sone nonitoring wells
16 that are already in existence now.

17 W are planning on installing an
18 additional nonitoring well to nake sure that we can

19 adequately nonitor the shallow aquifer and see if

20 it's contam nating the | ower aquifer, whichis -- as
21 of now, we have no evidence of that. And there's no
22 risk associated with that, as Pam nmentioned. So

23 that's part of what that action calls for.

24 As well as institutional controls,
25 whi ch woul d basically be well restrictions on the
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2 Navesi nk so that nobody could actually build a well

3 that was used for drinking water purposes or any

4 ot her purposes, for that natter, and registered with

5 the New Jersey Departnent of Environnental

6 Protection; is that correct, the well restrictions?

7 Yeah.

8 And the third option is collection
9 and treatnment. This option has a nunber of things

10 involved with it.

11 You' d have to -- we'd have to build
12 a big collection trench all along the downgrading

13 inside of the | agoon and use a nunber of treatnent

14 trains.

15 I won't get into what that is

16 because it's very technical and conplicated. If you

17 want nore information on that | can send it to you.

18 But there's a nunber of things involved with treating
19 that, and it would take a nunber of years to do that.
20 And actually, to be honest, we're
21 not even sure if it would work because the yield of

22 the Navesink is so lowthat it would be very

23 difficult to even collect nost of this groundwater.

24 And just like | did with the

25 sedinent alternatives, | just wanted to show you sort
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2 of a conparison as to the inplementation tine and the
3 cost invol ved.

4 Limted Action woul d take

5 approxi mately one nonth to inplenment at a cost of

6 about $500, 000 for the actual nonitoring and

7 institutional controls that are involved with that.

8 Limted Action will also have annual
9 nonitoring as well as a five-year detailed review of
10 what is actually occurring on the site.

11 At that five-year review, we
12 det ermi ne whether or not any contami nation has spread
13 into the drinking water aquifer below that, that's

14 t he Wenonah- Mount Laurel .

15 If that's the case, then we

16 reevaluate it and possibly do a Renedial Action as a
17 result.

18 And finally, these are EPA's

19 preferred alternatives after going through all the
20 nine criteria that | explained before,

21 These are the two alternatives we
22 think that will npst adequately address the problens
23 at the site. And those are excavation and off-site
24 treatment of all -- of hot spots, and we'll dispose
25 of all sediments on the site.
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2 And for the shall ow groundwater. W
3 will be installing an additional monitoring well and

4 doi ng annual nonitoring of that shallow aquifer to

5 nmake sure that nothing has spread to the underlying

6 drinking water aquifer, and to actually nmonitor the

7 actual natural attenuation, or, | guess what you

8 woul d say, disintegration of the chenicals that are

9 actually in the shall ow aquifer.

10 So those are our preferred

11 alternatives. I'Il hand it over to, | guess, Ann.

12 Which | will have, now, a question-and-answer

13 period. And we can try to address any questions you

14 may have. Thank you.

15 M5. RYCHLENSKI : Thank you, Melissa
16 once again, |'mjust going to ask you to pl ease wait

17 until you're called upon. I'"'mgoing to hand this

18 over to Charlie, and then Charlie can noderate.

19 And pl ease wait until you're called
20 upon. And, like | said, please speak clearly,

21 identify yourself for the stenographer that's present
22 so that we can have a clear record of this.

23 Charlie. Ckay. And we'll open to questions,

24 comrent s.

25 MR TENERELLA: Yes, sir?
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BY MR PO NSETT

MR PO NSETT: Mayor Poinsett from
Springfield here. 1'd just like to go on record as
saying, of course we are nost concerned with the
health, safety and welfare of all of our residents.

I've read over your report. And |
would like to go on record as agreeing with the EPA
and the DEP while selecting the LS-3 alternati ve,
excavation/off-site treatnent of the hot
spots/off-site disposal of the naterial, and also on
record as a agreeing with the EPA and the DEP with
the GM2 Linmited Action, which is basically
nonitoring the well water in the area.

And | think that we should go on
record, the Town Council, and |I'mgoing to recomrend
that at the next meeting.

I'"'mhere tonight as the mayor of the
town. And |'mgoing on record as recomendi ng that.
And if it takes further action, if we have to go on
record with our congressnan or whoever,.that puts the
okay on spending of the Superfund noney, | think
we' |l do that also.

Thank you.

MR TENERELLA: Yes, sir?

MR MLLER M/ nane is Ron Mller.
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
| live next to the site.
There's two test wells right across
the street, | was wondering if one is a deep one and
one is a shallow one, and are there any contam nants

in the shall ow one?

>

G RARD: Were exactly do you
live?.
M LLER Right on the corner.

G RARD: Right on the corner?

2 3 3

M LLER:  Um hum
MS. G RARD: Yeah, one is shallow
and one is deep. And no, there's no contam nants
t here.
MR MLLER Ckay. Thank you.
MR TENERELLA: Veronica Stevenson?
M5. STEVENSON: A coupl e questi ons.
Clarification. Subtitle D Disposal Facility, that is
a municipal landfill?
M5. G RARD: Correct.
MB. STEVENSON: Ckay. So our county
landfill would qualify for that, right? It's a
muni ci pal landfill.
Just a clarification, too. Were
woul d off-site treatment occur?
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
M5. G RARD: It would occur at a
Subtitle Cfacility. That facility has not been
chosen at this tinme.
MB. STEVENSON: Wi ch woul d
be -- would that be a nunicipal sewer plant?

M5. GRARD: No It would be for
hazar dous wast e.

MR TENERELLA: No. It's a
hazardous waste facility.

M5. STEVENSON: It would be a
hazardous waste facility.

MR TENERELLA: It would be RCRA
RCRA is the acronym the Resource Conservation
Recovery Act, and it regul ates all hazardous waste
landfills in the country or disposal facilities.

And as Melissa was saying, we have
sonet hing call ed ARARs. And those are other
regul ati ons of other agencies or EPA and the state
agency that we have to abide by.

And one of themis, when we dispose
the materials, they have to be disposed of just like
an industry woul d, properly.

M5. STEVENSON: At a Superfund site,

then, it would go to this type of facility?
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2 MR TENERELLA: |f it's hazardous.
3 MB. STEVENSON: |f it's hazardous.
4 So | eachate, like in the Superfund Site, FLR is

5 bei ng taken presently to WIIlingboro sewer plant

6 MR TENERELLA: That's a different
7 type of contami nant conming off of the landfill as

8 part of the landfill

9 MS. STEVENSON. It's a |eachate?
10 MR TENERELLA: Yeah. It's a

11 | eachate of f of a landfill. It's different than what
12 we have here. W don't have any |eachate here. It's
13 not |andfill ed.

14 W have sedinents in the |agoon.
15 The [ agoon water, in fact, a couple of years ago,

16 '91, was renoved and treated to a wastewat er

17 treatnent plant because it was a liquid. The

18 sedi ments are now heavier, sludge or nud-Iike

19 material .

20 M5. STEVENSON: Ckay- Then, the
21 difference really is, sedinents would be treated in
22 the facility that you would just -- a different type,
23 and then the liquid would be treated

24 MR TENERELLA: It won't be a

25 liquid, it will be a solid.
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON

MB. STEVENSON. But if it was
liquid, it could be treated at a | ocal sewer plant?

MR PACLO It depends. If it's
nonhazar dous, it's a possibility.

MR TENERELLA: There are certain
types of plants that will accept that kind of liquid
and there are others that won't.

In this case, wth Kauffman and
Mnteer, we won't see liquid disposals except,
perhaps, fromtest well or nmonitoring well water
di sposal, if need be.

And if it's hazardous, it's disposed
of one way. If it's nonhazardous, it could be
di sposed of in a sewer line |ike anyone el se woul d do
from a househol d.

So it very much depends on what the

contents of the sanpling is of the material that
we're trying to get rid of.

As | said before in ny introduction,
the problemthat we've had over the years here and
has given us somewhat of a delay, unlike nost
Superfund sites that we deal with, certainly unlike
anyone |'ve ever dealt with, was the big question of,

is there a risk at Kauffman and M nteer sufficient
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
enough to spend federal noney to take an action? And
if so, how much of a risk is there and how much of an
action do we take?

So it's kind of the opposite of what

we woul d normally see on a site where we have,
perhaps, a serious risk, and we have to -- the scale
of the action nmight be quite large. Here it's quite
limted, actually.

M5. STEVENSON: Ckay. Anot her
clarification.

Did you investigate the nunber of
well's that were in the Navesi nk aqui fer? You
woul dn't consider it an aquifer.

But the Navesink portion, do you
know t he actual nunber of residents or are you just
nmaki ng an assunption that there are some wells that
are in that area?

Do you know the actual nunber?

M5. G RARD: | think there's two.
There's one upgradi ent and one sidegradi ent, but
nei ther of themare used for drinking water purposes.

M5. STEVENSON: You're tal king the
residents in the |ocal area. Because you're talking
wel |'s that are between 10 and 28 feet. And a lot of

Renzi & Associ ates



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Quy J.

BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
these homes are ol der homes, and they probably
woul dn't be registered or on record as having a well
the depth of 10 to 28 feet.
But you're sure there are only two
residents?

M5. G RARD: There was a well survey,
that was done that went to residents in the area all
around the area.

MB. STEVENSON: There was a wel |

survey done?

M5. G RARD: Yes.

M5. STEVENSON: | revi ewed your

docunent s- -
MR TENERELLA: Nobody can actually
drink that--

MB. G RARD: You woul dn't even want

todrink it. It's mud, basically. It's just very
cloudy, high iron content, that you wouldn't -- |
nean, it would be, first of all, aesthetically
unpl easing to even drink if you wanted to.
M5. STEVENSON: | just wondered with
ol der hones. Because | know, in the area, there are
peopl e that have shallow wells. And 10 to 28
feet--
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON

M5. G RARD: Sure. But there's
also -- as Bruce -- Bruce did some work on this as
well. Bruce Fiddler who is also with TAVS and did
sone work additionally on this.

There's an outcropping of the
Navesink. So it's not necessarily in all areas 10 to
28 feet deep. It could be as little as, you know,
just a couple of feet deep.

M5. STEVENSON: See, I'mtaking this
fromyour information that's on record here.

M5. G RARD: W obviously have to do
an average. But there's a definite outcropping of
t he Navesink where there's basically nothing around
t here.

MB. STEVENSON: But | want you to be
aware that | got all the information that |'m about
to question fromthe Record of Decision on file here.

MB. G RARD: There's no Record of
Deci si on.

MB. FELDSTEIN. The Administrative
Record.

M5. G RARD: Ch, you nean the
Admi ni strative Record.

M5. STEVENSON: Well, | guess.
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 Techni cal terns, okay. I'ma novice at this.

3 what |'m concerned about is, in

4 1984, according to the records on file here, whatever
5 they are, the chemcal trichlorethylene, and this is

6 on Page 10 in the first section, lists the CGronin

7 resi dence of having exceeded maxi mum cont am nant

8 level s of this chemcal.

9 | was concerned. And | went to
10 Ms. Cronin today and | questioned her. She was never,
11 notified. And this is not sonething newto me.

12 Because this has happened before in this township

13 with the residents that |ived near the Superfund

14 Site.

15 M/ concern as a resident |iving near
16 a Superfund site is process. Now, |'mreally a

17 little concerned because of -- if this is true, she
18 shoul d have been notified especially when it exceeded
19 maxi num cont ani nant | evel s.

20 MR TENERELLA: In 19847

21 MS. STEVENSON: In 1984. | don't
22 care if it happened in 1969. You know, you've got a
23 chem cal contanination in your water. The Cronins

24 have children in the famly.

25 MR TENERELLA: | don't think we'll
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
be able to answer it now, though.

MR FIDLER | just want to
comrent. Bruce Fidler, TAVS. That was a sanple
collected by DEP, not EPA. Just to clarify for you.

MR TENERELLA: Ckay. That's a
state sanpl e.

MR FIDLER That's a state sanpl e,
not a federal. Nornally they would notify them

M5. FELDSTEIN. Typically there's

notification that the results are provided to any
resident who's well was sanpl ed.

So we have to go back -- we'll ask

DEP to go back and | ook at the records, and

A SPEAKER M/ water was sanpl ed at
that time, and | didn't get a letter fromthem

M5. FELDSTEIN You got the results.

A SPEAKER | got the results of
what the water tested at after that.

MR TENERELLA: Are you fromthe
state?

A SPEAKER Yes.

MR PACLG Usually, it's common

protocol that whoever cones to sanple the wells of
the resident will then send the results.
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON

M5. FELDSTEIN: W'l look into
t hat .

M5. G RARD: That's the Cronin

resi dence?

MB. STEVENSON: Cronin. And then in
1988, you don't list the five residents, but they had
phthal ates in their water, di-n-butyphthal ates and
bis (z) ethyl hexphthalates in their water.

| don't -- it doesn't say whether
that exceeded MCLs. Regardless if it did, | know as
a consumer, and I'msure you, if that were in your
drinking water, even if it didn't exceed MCLs and you
have children and you're bathi ng babi es, you woul d
want to know.

And we have five people here. Wo

are you? Ckay.

M5. PARRA: What year was that?

M5. STEVENSON: 1988. This is from
your docunents. Again, fromyour document -- oh,
boy. There's a list of chemicals here.

This one disturbs me. Were you
tal k about no health risk. Background health
statistics survey for Burlington County. Again,

taken fromyour docunents.
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 Wien you do a heal th survey,

3 evidently you take the whole county. You' re not

4 taking this locality. This is what your information

5 says if you read it. Okay. You're taking the whole

6 county and conparing it to the state. | don't see

7 the logic in that.

8 Quote, Available information on the
9 Springfield Township was reviewed to determne if any

10 sensitive subpopul ati ons were present in the

11 vicinity.

12 The only subpopul ation identified
13 that may be at increased risk are the children living
14 inthe vicinity of the site. Page 16 of this section

15 here (Indicating).

16 MR TENERELLA: What's the probl en®?
17 I don't understand your question.

18 M5. STEVENSON: The problemis, you
19 are stating -- according to this health survey,

20 you' re | ooking for a subpopulation in the vicinity

21 that m ght be at risk.

22 MR TENERELLA: Based on the risks
23 of the chenicals that we have at the | evels we have,

24 right.

25 MS. STEVENSON Ri ght.

Quy J. Renzi & Associates



1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 MR TENERELLA: R ght.

3 MB. STEVENSON: You're sayi ng hear,
4 t he subpopul ation identified.

5 MR TENERELLA: That's potentially
6 be at risk.

7 M5. STEVENSON: You have a potenti al
8 risk to children.

9 MR TENERELLA: Correct.

10 MB. STEVENSON. Children are nore
11 vul nerabl e. Their bodies are snaller.

12 MR TENERELLA: That's why we

13 deci ded to take the action.

14 MB. STEVENSON: Ri ght.

15 MR TENERELLA: Yes.

16 M5. STEVENSON: | n bathing they
17 could get the chemcals into their system in

18 breathing in the water they can get the chemcal into
19 their system

20 MR TENERELLA: Correct. Al though,
21 I wouldn't bring ny kids to that sedinent |agoon to
22 bat he them

23 M5. STEVENSON:  And | don't think
24 you woul d take your children to the Cronin's house to
25 be bathed. | don't think any of you woul d.
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5, STEVENSON

2 And | think if we sat their water in
3 front of you, You wouldn't --

4 MR TENERELLA: Wiere are they

5 getting their water from the shallow aquifer or the
6 deep?

7 M5. STEVENSON: They are --

8 M5. CRONIN 60 feet.

9 MR TENERELLA: That's the deeper
10 one. That's the Wenonah. That's the one that's

11 okay.

12 M5. STEVENSON: Wl |, the five

13 residents in '88 that have the chem cal contam nation
14 the phthal ates -- you were saying that there are two
15 residents that had wells in

16 the -- whatever it was. Navesink?

17 M5. G RARD: Um hum

18 MB. STEVENSON. So that |eaves three
19 other ones with these chemicals init. That woul d

20 indicate -- no. You take two--

21 MR TENERELLA: That's the kind of
22 information, in the early days of the programor the
24 and do a full Reredial |nvestigation.

25 Wien we did additional studies and
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 couldn't find those chemicals, there was no risk any

3 | onger. Maybe they went through system

4 One thing that this site has unique
5 to other sites is, the cessati on-of operations of

6 Kauffman and M nteer hel ped to cease any chenical s

7 that m ght have been occurring because of whatever

8 was being transported in the tanker trucks and then

9 washed out .

10 So as he ceased operations, whatever
11 chem cal s m ght have been appearing in the

12 envi ronnent, say in the nid-80s, |ate-80s,

13 di sappeared. So there's nothing for us to renediate

14 any | onger, except what we've identified nowin the

15 | agoon, and then, of course, the nonitored

16 gr oundwat er .

17 In case there's a problem part of
18 the Superfund process is that after five years of

19 taking the action that we select, we go back and

20 check it again. W renonitor, if you will, after

21 five years. W |l ook at the site to see if we mssed

22 anyt hi ng.

23 So if, in this case, Kauffnan again,
24 during the five-year period while we're doing

25 groundwater nmonitoring, if we start seeing a trend
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
for chem cal s reappearing, say, that showed up in
early '80s, we'd come back and take additi onal
action, if necessary. So this is not the end of the
process, if necessary, froma risk point of view

But right now, given the risk that

we have seen in our Remedial Investigations over the
| ast couple of years, there's really not much of a
ri sk other than the sedinent. And, of course, that's
to children. And so that's what-the report is
sayi ng.

M5. STEVENSON. Frominformation |
read from environmental books and so forth, 1'd like
to read this section to you.

Monitoring wells are a type of
hit-and-nm ss system of nonitoring. The contanination
noves. Sonme nove in plunes, sone dissipate.

MR TENERELLA: Ri ght.

M5. STEVENSON:  Okay. Because
groundwat er nmoves slowy. A slug of contani nant
novi ng through the groundwater will slow and di sperse
into a plune, the dinmensions of which are controlled
by the structure of the aquifer because of the slow
rate of travel and the vagaries of slow and
di spersion of groundwater nmaking it heavily
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 contanmi nated in one place, but remain pristine only a
3 few hundred feet away. Size of the openings

4 influence how fast water can flow through the

5 aqui fer.

6 MR TENERELLA: That's right.

7 M5. STEVENSON: There's a | ot of

8 vari abl es there.

9 MR TENERELLA: That's what took
10 us - -

11 A) That's what took us tine in
12 conming to an assessnment of what we should do, and;

13 B.) Because we wanted to-nmake sure
14 that the upper shall ower aquifer wasn't contam nating
15 the [ ower drinking water aquifer where people are

16 drinking right now And that's why we're taking the

17 action on the additional nonitoring, exactly that

18 reason.

19 MS. STEVENSON.  You have had --

20 MR TENERELLA: You're asking these
21 questions like there's a problem but

22 M5. STEVENSON: There is a probl em
23 There is a problem Big problemfor me is, and |

24 have raised this to Town Council, | wanted to know

25 DEP' s procedures for notifying peopl e when
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON

contam nation was found in the water supplies.

Did I not, Mayor Poinsett, did | ask
that ?

MR PO NSETT: That's correct, yes.

MB. STEVENSON  Wth a response from
the DEP. There aren't

MR TENERELLA: |'m going to say
this. | don't know DEP' s regul ar procedures. But
nost of the tinmes the Health Departnent, and it's the
State Health Department -- | now in other sites that
I've had, when it cones to water supply sanpling of
local, single, private wells, we usually involve the
State Health Departnent, through us and through DEP,
and they're the ones that do the testing for us, get
the results, and give themout to residents.

| can't say in this case. | don't
remenber, going back that far, what exactly happened
or who did the sanpling.

But the normal protocol for all
three agencies, no matter what the results are,
whet her they're good or bad, is that they're rel eased
to the people who's wells are tested.

M5. STEVENSON: Wl |, the
information of the safety of the drinking water
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
doesn't seemto be released. And this is the second
case.

And 1'11l tell you, the first couple
that was involved and not being notified is nethyl ene
chl ori de.

MR TENERELLA: Well, that could
be- -

MS. STEVENSON. But in the Renedi al

Investigation Study Report it said, for prudent
purposes, the residents will be notified not to drink
the water. For prudent purposes.

MR TENERELLA: R ght.

M5. STEVENSON Right. This couple
both died and | eft several children. They lived very
close to the Superfund Site and were never told.

MR TENERELLA: You can't make a
rel ati onshi p between peopl e dying and being next to
the Superfund Site. Mst people die.

M5. STEVENSON: They do. And, you
know- -

MR TENERELLA: Again, |'mnot sure
what you're getting at because there's no connection
that we saw on a risk basis for the kinds of |evels

we have, certainly nethylene chloride and things like
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
t hat .

First of all, they are -- tend to be
| ab contam nants at low levels if you don't find them
on a site as a process chem cal or sonething that was
used as a cl eaning solvent or sonething |ike that.

If not, and to be prudent as we say
in the report, we still would notify and maybe take
action. Again depending on the levels, if they're

above MCLs or the | owest |evel of contanination that
you would allow in drinking water.

But at those very, very |ow levels,
we' re tal king about an additional potential cancer
risk. And MCL is defined as a one in a nmllion
addi tional cancer risk to what the regular cancer
popul ation is.

And the regul ar cancer population is
sonething like one in five citizens over their
lifetine will get cancer.

So to say there's one in a mllion
additional risks versus the national trend of one in
five will get cancer sonetine in their lifetime, you
can't nake that correlation on a given single
chem cal and say, well, those two people died.

As | say--
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 MB. STEVENSON: |'ve read enough

3 books- -

4 MR TENERELLA: -- there's not a
5 connection there unless you have a very, very direct

6 rel ationship. Wiich, actually, 1is quite highly

7 unusual , to have a direct relationship, accepting

8 very, very high concentrations of any chem cal.

9 MB. STEVENSON: See, denial is a big
10 thing with the DEP and EPA. Because every incident

11 where contam nati on has been found and probl ens,

12 heal t h probl ens, have been found, it is all because

13 residents were very aware of clusters, such as Tons

14 River, with that cancer cluster. And now, there is

15 going to be nore in depth studies on the water.

16 That doesn't surprise ne because of
17 the concerns and contami nation that area faced

18 bef ore.

19 There was serious--

20 MR TENERELLA: You're junping the
21 gun agai n because there's nothing proven in Tons

22 Ri ver between -- the connection between the health

23 effects of the people and drinking water yet. But

24 they're willing to | ook because of concern registered
25 by the residents.
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON

I'mnot an expert on that site.
It's not mine. But |I know fromreading, nyself, in
t he paper and know ng the risk connections of
chemcals, that it's going to be very difficult, from
a epi dem ol ogi cal point of view to connect any
chemcals at low levels to people dying of any
speci fic di sease, except when the chemcals is very
specific and is very high level. Anyplace, Tons
Ri ver or anypl ace el se. You just cannot make those
ki nds of connecti ons.

Al t hough the public would like to
nake them because it's easier to say, it nust be "A'
and "B", and, therefore, "C'. It just doesn't happen
t hat way.

In nost cases, the najority of
cases, and inrare is the case, where you'll get a
direct correlation between health effects or health
ri sks and cl eanup of a Superfund site.

And the one exanple in New Jersey
that cones imediately to ny mind is radon
contam nation in sone hones in one area of
Montcl air-d en R dge where there is a rel ationship,
direct relationship, between that radon and things
like lung cancer, potentially for people. And so
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BY MR M LLER/ MS. STEVENSON
that's a very high risk-related site being cleaned up
ri ght now.

M5. STEVENSON: See that's

MR TENERELLA: So where we see
those ki nds of connections we take very aggressive
action. But we have to see the correlation. In nost
cases we don't if it's very, very low |levels
af f ect ed.

Are we wong? Maybe people will
prove that parts per quadrillion or somnething was bad
for you. But right now, we don't have that proof.

M5. STEVENSON: You don't put too
much stock in the MCLs that are given.

MR TENERELLA: No, that's our
baseline. That's we operate from

M5. STEVENSON: That's your
basel i ne?

MR TENERELLA: Right. Qut of one
inammllion cancer risks. That's the regul atory
baseline, that one in a nmillion additional cancer
ri sk. Anything above that which can give you your
MCL or your maxi mum contam nant |evel fromdrinking
wat er, anythi ng above that and you take some action.

MB. STEVENSON: And some
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 action -- so no action was taken here.

3 WIIl you look into why no action was
4 taken in regards to that?

5 MR TENERELLA: And Janet will be
6 followi ng up because the site will be transferring to

7 Janet and Paol o.

8 I"'msure they' Il follow up with the
9 state, also. If it was a state sanpling event, we

10 won't. "' have those records in terns of what m ght have.
11 happened.

12 M5. STEVENSON: Al so, what | woul d
13 request of you, and it would neke it a | ot easier and
14 cheaper for residents in the area to want to have

15 their water tested, if you would supply a list to the
16 Townshi p of the chem cals you think would be the high
17 priority pollutants that nay be found in the water.

18 So that when they have their water
19 tested, they can focus in on this. Because you know

20 that it would cost thousands of dollars to do an

21 in- depth water test.

22 This woul d be an asset to the DEP
23 and EPA because you woul d have indivi dual s paying for
24 their owmn water to have it tested. And if they can

25 pi ck up anything, then they can refer that
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1 BY MR M LLER/ M5. STEVENSON

2 information to you.

3 MR TENERELLA: Bruce, is there a

4 list of MCLs in the R ?

5 MB. FELDSTEIN Chenical s of concern

6 for the site. Yeah, we can get a list.

7 MR TENERELLA: No, but in addition,

8 is there alist of MCLs that conpares the chemicals

9 concerned at the site?

10 M5. PIERCE: Yes, they're in the

11 record.

12 MR TENERELLA: So they shoul d be

13 able to get that.

14 MR FIDLER In Volume Il in the

15 section on the tables, I'msure that with the

16 groundwat er sanpling there is a list, also, of the

17 criteria that they were conpared against for drinking
18 water, the MCLs.

19 If you give nme a second, |'msure |
20 could conme up with the specific table that would show
21 that. And it's, of course, already in the record

22 that you have here.

23 MR TENERELLA: Wiile Bruce is
24 | ooking that up so that we can answer it right away,
25 I'd ask if we could answer sone other questions,
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BY Ms. BICE
ot her peopl e's questions.

Yes, ma' anf

M5. BICE: | have a question. Ruth
Ann Bice. My property is part -- was at one tine,
bef ore we bought our house, was part of the trucking
of Kauffman and M nteer. They owned our property.
Ckay.

I was under the inpression, when
they cane in a couple of years ago and tested it,
that this lagoon, that they put a barrier around it
to keep it so that this water did not nove. And that
one of the things that was -- we had going for us was
the fact that our -- the property in town is very
clay and the water was not noving as fast or woul d
not go into the people's wells like as if it
was -- this | agoon was sonepl ace el se.

MR TENERELLA: Yeah, the |agoon is
sort of self contained. There's a clay |ayer under
it.

The bi ggest concern we had at the
tine when we drained the lagoon is, that it was
overfilling into those marshl ands.

In fact, it was creating that
mar shl and over years as he washed his trucks. That
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BY Ms. BICE

marshland is a -- sort of artificial, and it was
created by the activity of the conpany. Now the
conpany is out of business. | wonder if that
marshl and wi ||l becone dry.

In the meantime, we saw a soap sudsy
kind of effect, and you probably saw that years ago
in the area. And there was a concern in terns of
what was in it and whether there was either a public
health risk, which deternined there wasn't, or
sonething that's a little nmore difficult to deternine
easily is the ecological risk on animals and birds
and things in the nei ghborhood.

And so for both reasons, we drained
the [agoon i medi ately. There's no sense in 'waiting
for that and letting it keep overflowi ng, so we
drained it.

Ms. BICE: So now what is happening

is that nost of this rain water is running into
t here?

MR TENERELLA: In fact, we had
think we tested it at one point to make sure that's
all it was.

MS. G RARD: Right, we did. And
it's not hazardous. It's just drain water.
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2 M5. BICE: So, therefore, when you
3 come in and clean that out, okay, then what you're

4 doing is you're just cleaning out what's in the

5 bot t on?

6 MR TENERELLA: R ght.

7 M5. BICE: And then, what are you
8 going to do with the hol es?

9 MS. GRARD: Fill it up.

10 M5. BICE: Fill it up with some
11 soi | s?

12 M5. GRARD: Fill it up with soils
13 and seeded on top.

14 MS. BICE: How about the

15 other -- behind the property, are you finished back
16 there, the cl eanup?

17 M5. G RARD: No. That will actually
18 be included with the | agoon sedi nents.

19 MB. BICE Well, what they have
20 cleaned up -- like, they dug up. They were back

21 t here di ggi ng up, and --- for several nonths.

22 Has that been renoved from back
23 t here?

24 There was dunpsters back there.
25 Have they renoved the dunpsters?
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1 BY M. BICE

2 They have dunpsters--

3 MR PASCETTA: Most recently, this
4 past sunmer?

5 MS. BICE Yes.

6 MB. G RARD: Ch, yeah. That was

7 actually -- that was the newest Renoval Action that

8 just occurred. There was a rel ease of sonme -- it was

9 basi cal | y a phthal ates contam nated petrol eum product
10 that is somewhat -- phthalates are basically a

11 plasticizer. They're what's in a plastic bottl e,

12 that type of thing. So they harden a little bit.

13 But sone of that had cone out of one
14 of the tanker trucks and we tested it. Because it

15 had sone phthalates in it, we decided to get rid of
16 all of those.

17 So that -- what were in those

18 dunpsters was the contents of those tanker trucks

19 that was then taken off-site.

20 M5. BICE: They did take it

21 off-site. You see, it's done while I'mat work, so,
22 therefore, | don't know.

23 M5. G RARD: Yes, that's been taken
24 of f.

25 M5. BICE: Ckay. So really, the
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BY MS. BI CE/ MS. BAI ER
main thing nowis just the | agoon?

M5. G RARD: The | agoon and the area
right in back of the |agoon where the marsh area was
fromthe overflow that happened.

Ms. BICE: But not like in front of
the building towards -- where you go in?

M5. G RARD: No. Yes, right.

That's all taken care of.
MR TENERELLA: Yes, ma'am
M5. BAIER M nane is Joan
Baier. | live adjacent to the | agoon, and | have
some concerns.

It is still com ng over on ny

property. And fromthe pictures | saw there, it
doesn't look like -- | have one section that's about
60 feet long, maybe 8 feet wi de that nothing can

gr ow.

MR TENERELLA: Are you getting rain
water runoffs, is that the problemthere?

MB. BAIER It is flooded there.

MR TENERELLA: Wien it rains

because it's not operating anynore. So you're still
getting a water flow That's probably a rain event
ina
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1 BY M5. BAIER

2 MS. BAIER Yes. One section

3 is -- it's all green now except for this one section

4 that you can't see now because it's overgrown.

5 But there is one section that

6 is looks like it's the moon. It's real black and

7 there's nothing growing there, and I"'mreally

8 concerned about that area.

9 And it seens to ne -- are you goi ng
10 to take care of that area as well?

11 | was under the inpression that |
12 was not going to get cleaned up fromyour office.

13 MR TENERELLA: Wen we did -- |

14 don't know. | have to ask Pamfor this.

15 Wien we did the soil investigation,
16 the original soil investigation, were there sanples

17 taken toward that property.

18 MR FIDLER Bruce Fidler with

19 TAMS.

20 Let's put up on the screen the map
21 of the site so you could point out the area you're

22 tal ki ng about. And then we can see where the sanples
23 were and what's included in the stuff in the |agoon
24 area overfl ow which mght be related to the cl eanup.
25 Ckay. Coul d you point out
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1 BY M5. BAIER

2 where -- let me let you right into here and you can

3 point out on the map where your --

4 M5. BAIER This is a picture of

5 where the overfl ow which seens to be right here.

6 This is the section |I'mconcerned about.

7 (I'ndi cating).

8 It seens that you' ve done --

9 MS. FELDSTEIN. Melissa, is that the
10 mar sh ar ea?

11 MR PASCETTA: That's your property,
12 ma' anf

13 MB. FELDSTEIN. This is the stressed
14 area that's tal ked about in here.

15 MR FIDLER M am this property
16 right here is yours?

17 M5. BAIER Yes.

18 MR FIDLER kay. This is included
19 in the lagoon overfl ow area which is included in the
20 remedi ati on of the | agoon sedi nents.

21 M5. BAIER Right. But this is the
22 area where | think it's overflowing. This is where

23 you' ve done your test site.

24 MR FIDLER Right.

25 MB. BAIER You haven't done,
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BY M5. BAI ER
anything here, and this is where ny problemis.

It seems you've gone all the way
around, but this section here (Indicating). That's
where the problemis.

MB. G RARD: That's where the

excavation is going occur as well, and that's going
to be--

MR TENERELLA: In addition to the
sedinents in the lagoon, let's talk alittle bit the
area just off the bermthat's distressed. | think
it's a blackened area it |looks like. And it's that
area right there that will also be taken out.

So is that your property, na'an®

M5. BAIER That is mny property.

MR TENERELLA: Ckay. That's goi ng
to be handl ed.

M5. BAIER 1'd also |ike to know
when this nightrmare is going to end?

MR TENERELLA: Wen we take that
off the property and when we get the noney.

M5. BAIER The problemis, since
you' ve done the renoval of the water and such, and
since you' ve done activity there, it's under
ny -- | would like to have ny water tested again.
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1 BY M. BAI ER

2 | was under the inpression that |
3 had a 200-foot well. | cane to find out that | don't

4 have one. | have a 60-foot well.

5 And | understand, that when the
6 water tables are very low, which are not this year,

7 but they have been in previous years, it does bring

8 water -- suck water back into the other aquifers.

9 MR TENERELLA: It depends on the
10 area of how the aquifer operates.

11 M5. BAIER | have a four-year-old
12 grandson. | have four kids in that house and plus an
13 aunt. That's -- actually, two kids plus an aunt.

14 And the thing of it is, four of us have tried to sell
15 our property and we cannot do that.

16 MR TENERELLA: Right. | renenber
17 we tal ked a couple of years ago about it.

18 M5,  BAIER | can't sell that
19 piece -- ny property with a sign saying, danger, do
20 not go into it.

21 MR TENERELLA: Ri ght.

22 M5. BAIER Now, | hear a five-year
23 plan when it's done. Then five years later nore

24 tests will be done.

25 MR TENERELLA: Let ne explain that
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BY M5. BAI ER
again so you'll -- you don't m sunderstand ne.
Theoretically, if | was here three
or four years ago and it was tinme for the cleanup, |
woul d be able to say, with sone quite degree of
confidence, that we would go on in the next couple of
nont hs.
Because of the scale of the
situation here at Kauffnan, we would be able to skip
a full scal e engineering design, which takes a couple
of years.

W woul d skip that and do a quick
design and start pulling sedinents out of the |agoon,
actually do the action, within at |east during the
time of the four-nonth action.

So within six nonths, say, of the
decision to do it, we can get it done if we had the
money.

The trick in the past couple of
years, unfortunately, with congressional -- with
budget cuts, federal budget cuts, is we don't have
the noney to do all of the actions we need to in the
country that have been signed off as we're going to
do it, and we're sort of stuck.

MR BAIER | do understand that.
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1 BY M5. BAI ER

2 Wiat |'mgetting at is, when you start --

3 MR TENERELLA: Wien we start it
4 will be in six nonths. The five years that | just

5 nentioned is, that in addition to doing the cl eanup,

6 after five years we go back and do an investigation

7 again, a mni investigation, to make sure we got it

8 all, that there are no surprises, that the

9 groundwater didn't recontam nate or that sonething

10 didn't go quite right.

11 In this site, in addition to that
12 five-year review, we're doing groundwater nonitoring
13 fromday one. We're including it as part of the

14 action as opposed to even waiting five years to | ook
15 at it again. Just to keep an eye.

16 So that if there's something that
17 goes askew fromwhat we don't that will happen, but
18 just in case, we're including sone groundwater

19 nonitoring in the action.

20 M5. BAIER And at that point, do we
21 get a clean bill of health? W can renove our signs,
22 renove our wells

23 MR TENERELLA: Right.

24 M5. BAIER And at that point, put
25 an end to it?
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BY M5 BAlI ER
MR TENERELLA: That's always a

difficult thing for us to do. Because while we want
to keep, especially, teenagers and children who tend
to want to play in abandoned areas out, it is
alarmi st to sone people to see those kinds of signs.
It's kind of a general call we have to nake to try to
keep people off the site. Alot of it

MS. DAIER | haven't been able to
use that for the past 12 years. I'd like to use that
acre that | have or be able to sell it, you know

Because |I'mnot going to sell
this -- when this property was sold to ne, | inquired
about what was happening in the lagoon, | was told
there was nothing wong there at all. And | said, |
had four children, 1'"mcomng here, are they going to
be heal thy? Thank God they are. But --

MR TENERELLA: You didn't have to
wallowin it for years to have a health it's very
conservati ve.

MB. BAIER There was a | ot of
sprayi ng going on. And they would get itches and
things like that.

MR TENERELLA: Right.

MB. BAIER And | woul d not sell

Renzi & Associ ates



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Quy J.

BY M5. BAIER
this property knowing that it was -- when you start
five years--

MR TENERELLA: When you sell, you

will be able to get a certificate, if you will,

of -- sort of a clean bill of health, if you will.
Because people will know, if they can accept this,
that EPA had been there and had cl eaned up the

pl ace.

Now, whether they like that idea is
another matter. But at |east you will have known by
then that we will have done sonet hi ng.

MB. BAIER |s there also a
possibility of getting -- since you've done -- noving
things around, is it possible to get water tested
agai n?

MR TENERELLA: It might be. 1"l
refer to Janet because | don't have the site anynore
in terns of follow ng up.

M5. FELDSTEIN. | think -- can't we
do that as part of the nonitoring?

MR TENERELLA: Yeah, we might.
Yeah.

M5. FELDSTEIN. W can arrange it.
After the neeting, nmake sure you see Paol o and give
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1 BY MR PETRI NO

2 hi m your name and phone nunber.

3 M5. BAIER | appreciate that.

4 Thank you.

5 MR TENERELLA: Yes, sir?

6 MR PETRINO John Petrino. There
7 wer e underground storage tanks there, do you know

8 what the capacities of the storage tanks?

9 (Brief Pause).

10 MR PETRINOG There were ten

11 under ground storage tanks, do you know what the

12 capacities of the tanks were and what they

13 cont ai ned?

14 MR TENERELLA: This is referred to
15 TAVS for the details. Do you know of f hand?

16 M5. G RARD: | don't know of f hand
17 what the capacities were. | know that sonme of the

18 tanks were used to hold sone of the heels of the

19 | oads that they were carrying.

20 Wiat was -- the renuminder that was
21 left, the residues in their trucks, they would

22 tenmporarily hold that on site in some of the tanks,
23 but |1 don't know what --

24 MR PETRINO Wuld they be bel ow
25 the plain | evel s?
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1 BY MR PETRI NO

2 MR FIDLER M. Fidler. | think

3 there are three different things that you m ght have

4 found i n underground storage tanks based on ny

5 recol |l ection, petroleum products |ike gasoline or

6 diesel or fuel for the trucks, waste oil from

7 changing oil in the trucks, and three, plasticizer

8 heel s, as she nentioned. Specifically plasticizers.

9 Ckay. And that naterial was recycled back to

10 Monsant o.

11 MR PETRING They woul d come and
12 pick it up?

13 MR FIDLER O they transported it
14 back. Whatever the case nay be, there was sone

15 recycling of that material.

16 MR TENERELLA: Actually, K&M
17 transported it because they were a transporter.

18 MB. GRARD: In addition to that, in
19 the 1995 Renoval Action that we did to renove the

20 tanker truck contents, DEP had sonme concerns with

21 regards to these underground storage tanks, so we did
22 addi tional sanpling of each of these underground

23 storage tanks and found that one did have sone

24 plasticizers left in them so we did renove that.

25 MR PETRINO The tanks are partly
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BY MR PETRI NO
renoved then, except the water, right?

M5. G RARD: The tanks are there.

MR FIDLER The tanks are still
under the ground.

MB. FELDSTEIN The tanks are there,
but they're enpty.

M5. G RARD: For all intents and
pur poses, there's sonme snmall anmpbunts of petrol eum
products that are

MR FIDLER Fuel GI.

M5. G RARD: -- that are still in a
few of the underground storage tanks. However, EPA,
because of a petrol eumexclusion that we have, we're
unabl e to renove those contents. So that's sonething
t hat DEP woul d be handl i ng.

MR PETRINO WII| DEP, then,
eventual |y renove all the underground tanks?

M5. PARRA: DEP will be follow ng
proper closure procedures concerning the tanks.

| can't say that they're going to
renove -- what the renoval will be.

MR PETRINO Has the area around
the tanks been checked for contam nation?

M5. G RARD: Yes.
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1 BY MR PETRI NO

2 MR PETRINO And there was no

3 cont am nat i on?

4 M5. PARRA: But | think, also, two
5 of the tanks we had diesel fuel, and they -- weren't

6 they enptied during the 1995 --

7 M5. G RARD: Right, they were. The
8 ones that had either water in themor a very small

9 anmount, what's considered RCRA enpty, which is, |

10 guess, less than one or two inches of any type of a
11 material in an underground storage tank or any

12 container, that -- that still remains. That was not

13 renoved.

14 MR PETRINO But right now, they're
15 still in one tank with some product in then?

16 M5. G RARD: There are

17 probably -- I'mnot sure as to the nunber. But there
18 are probably a couple of tanks still on site that

19 have very little anounts of petrol eum products in

20 those -- in those tanks.

21 MR PETRINO You have no idea?
22 That's why | asked the capacity of the tanks.

23 It could be 50 gallons, a hundred gal | ons, 200.

24 M5. G RARD: | have to get back to
25 you on that.
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BY MR PETRI NO
MR FIDLER W did not determ ne
the capacities of the tanks in the R. It was not
part of what was done because -- specifically because
the petrol eum product tanks are not part of CERCLA
MB. FELDSTEIN It sounds like we're
not answering your question, and that's -- | just
want to say why that is.

W' re not answering your question.
That's probably because Superfund -- we deal with the
Superfund and the Hazardous Waste Program hazardous
wast e, sedinents of the |agoon, soil contam nation,
speci fically groundwater contam nation.

Specifically fuel oil and petrol eum
products that are covered in underground storage
tanks are sonething nmore -- congress told us, that's
not your job. You're not allowed to deal with that.

So we sort of excluded that. That gets deferred to
other state-regul ated progranms that are not dealt
with at the federal |evel.

That's sort of why we're hedgi ng
around. So we didn't investigate that possibly -- we
didn't do that.

The ones that had the plasticizers
in themand the chenicals, we renoved.
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BY MR PETRI NO
MR PETRINO After the contaninants
that the federal governnment will conplete with, if
there is contamnation levels, let's say, by the
petrol eum product, could the future owners of that
site be held liable for that?
MR TENERELLA: Not under the
Superfund because it excludes them but under the
state's underground storage tank program maybe. But
they' Il be closing those tanks.

You asked can the tanks be renoved.
Alot of tines, the tank itself is not. It's
foamfilled or filled with sand and stabilized that
way after the contents are renoved. Depends on the
type of tank.

So there are a variety of ways, not
necessarily excavation of a tank, to stabilize a tank
in place that are al so all owabl e under tank cl osure
laws, state |laws. But those don't cone under
Super fund because they petrol eum products in them

They didn't want to have confusion
in the federal |aw Because there's another |aw that
deals with oil spills that's separate fromthe
Superfund. And in order not to have all this
conflict in terns of what goes where, this is

Renzi & Associ ates



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Quy J.

BY MR PETRI NO
excl usi ve.

Unfortunately, when you have an
industrial site with any kind of diesel or fuel oil
tank or gasoline, we're held about -- took back from
doi ng anything on that legally

MR PASCETTA: |f you're interested
in the property and the issue of the underground
storage tanks, the best person to speak to is Mary

Lou right there.

Because if the state is going to do
sonet hing with the underground storage tanks, they'd
be the ones to know.

MR PETRINO Second questi on.

You have a school directly across
the street which is probably less than three quarters
of a mle away.

Has the water in the school been
test ed?

MR TENERELLA: W' d have to check
the report onthat. |I think it was a few years ago.

M5. G RARD: Way back when in
19-- during the initial--

M5, PARRA: 1990.

MB. G RARD: 1990. | don't remenber
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1 BY MR PETRI NO

2 what date it was, but |I'm al nost positive--

3 M5. PARRA: Were you on it at the
4 this time?

5 MS. G RARD: Not in 1990.

6 MR PETRINO As a nenber of the
7 Board of Education, | would like to nake a request,

8 if it wasn't tested, could it be tested?

9 MB. FELDSTEIN. W can | ook back at
10 t he dat a.

11 MR TENERELLA: | hate to pronise
12 you, though. But if nenory serves me correctly, when
13 were doing the nore board of scale study, we were

14 concerned about the school because of its |ocation.

15 And we did the sanpling and it came up clean.

16 Because it was one of the najor
17 well -- or one of the major water-used facilities in
18 the area. But | don't want to swear to it wthout

19 seeing the report nyself. |'mpretty sure we did it,
20 but we'll check. And that it came up clean, if

21 nmenory serves ne right.

22 MB. RYCHLENSKI: Anynore questions?
23 MR TENERELLA: Bruce, do you have
24 t he- -

25 MR FIDLER Yes. | have some
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BY MR RUSSELL
information to kind of follow up with the earlier--

MR TENERELLA: One nore question.
I"msorry.

MR RUSSELL: My nane is Jim
Russell. |I'mconcerned that Joan's water hasn't been

tested in five years.

How can you be assured that the
Navesi nk aqui fer hasn't gone down into the
Mount . Laur el - Wenonah aqui fer and right now she's
drinki ng cont ani nated wat er ?

MR TENERELLA: Can you descri be

exactly the dynamics or should we? O the two
aqui fers and how they operate together or don't
oper at e t oget her.

M5. PIERCE: There isn't a |ot of
interaction between the two -- the shall ow Navesi nk
aqui fer and the deeper Wnonah-Mount Laurel.

The Navesink has a very | ow

transmssivity. It's very tight. And so you don't
have a | ot flow of the contam nants through that.
In the sanpling that we did, there

was no evidence, even in the shallow aquifer, that
any of that contam nati on had noved out si de.

It was pretty nmuch centralized to the west of the
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1 BY MR RUSSELL

2 | agoon.

3 MR RUSSELL: | really think you're
4 Remedi al Action is deficient in not checking the tap
5 water of the people in the area to know --

6 How do you know there isn't

7 contamination if you don't check it?

8 You' re nmovi ng on assunptions.

9 MB. Pl ERCE: V- -

10 MR RUSSELL: You're assum ng that
11 there's no contanmination in the water. You should

12 get a sanple fromthe tap and test it, and that

13 shoul d be included in your Renedial Action.

14 MR FIDLER Pam naybe you want to
15 descri be how the groundwater noves under the site. |
16 nmean, not just the speed with which it noves, and

17 that's the Navesi nk noves very slow, the

18 Wenonah- Mout h Laurel underneath it noves relatively
19 qui ckly, but also the direction of that flow If you
20 want to point out on the map, perhaps

21 MB. Pl ERCE: Based on the

22 under ground contour that we've measured during the
23 investigation, we found that the groundwater flowis
24 inthis direction (Indicating). So it's away from
25 the property.
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BY MR RUSSELL
And based on the wells, there are
wel l's based on this side of the |agoon, that's what
we used to establish the fact that there was no
cont am nation.
Al t hough, contam nation was novi ng
in this direction, it hadn't noved outside.

MR PASCETTA: Now, to answer your
questi on- -

MR RUSSELL: That doesn't give nme a
lot of confort. | mean, testing it is a quantitative
test to know there's no contaminants. You're
assuming there isn't any.

MB. PIERCE: W tested the
groundwat er sanples that we took during the
i nvestigation.

MR RUSSELL: It hasn't been tested
in five years. You would not know if it's
contami nated right now.

MR TENERELLA: Not right at the
nonent. But in 1990, 1 guess, we tested the taps

when Kauf f man was operational. That's a very
critical point here.

W tested at a worse case, when he
was operating and when he was saturating the |agoon
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BY MR RUSSELL
and the nearby wetlands with his wastewater. Now
we're at the point where he's closed operations for a
nunmber of years.

If anything, the situation is going

to get drier, basically, and better.

MR RUSSELL: You're assum ng the

situation should get better. Wiy don't you just test
the water?
MR TENERELLA: The assunption is of
science. It's not a blind assunption. W sanpl ed
i ndi vidual drinking water wells, including that one,
in 1990 because of that concern that we had, too.
MR RUSSELL: Right.
MR TENERELLA: They came up cl ean.
Al of the test results that we have to date show
that the water flows opposite of that direction.

In fact, if sonething happened there
now, quite candidly, because of the flow and the
informati on we have, if you got a problemwell, you
got a problemand it ain't ours. Because the flowis
in the opposite direction, it's not the site.

MR RUSSELL: Well, why don't you
test the people's ground drainage then?
MR TENERELLA: W have. That's
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2 fine. And we have | ooked -- we had the flow of the

3 waters -- you're sensing this plurme like it's very as

4 opposed to the fact that the upper aquifer is tightly

5 | ocated on the site, and the | ower aquifer, which you

6 all drink out of if you have private wells in the

7 area, has been tested clean all al ong.

8 It just shows that there's a

9 pocket -- a very |low nothing flow pocketed on the

10 site versus the higher. And just to nake sure, we're
11 going to nmonitor some nore.

12 MR RUSSELL: For the cost of doing
13 the test, you should do it.

14 MR TENERELLA: That's what we're
15 going to do. It's part of the renedy.

16 MR RUSSELL: And another thing is,
17 it takes a year for her to get the results after you
18 nake the test. | nean, | think a couple of weeks

19 MR TENERELLA: Well, it takes a
20 while to take the test, get themto a lab, certify

21 the results, do a QA Q on the results.

22 W just don't go out and take your
23 sanpl e and then the next thing they come back with

24 the test results. It does take a while.

25 MR RUSSELL: | think a year is
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| ong.

MR TENERELLA: It shouldn't take
quite that long. No, | agree with you there. it
shoul d have been nonths. Mnths, yes, but not years.

MR RUSSELL: And |'m sure the cost
of doing these last tests, it would -- | think it
will-be well worth and should be part of your
remedial plan. It's not that

MR TENERELLA: We'll see that in
the record so we can assess that before we go to our
final decision.

Your concerns are certainly
legitimate | don't want to mean that they're not.

M5. STEVENSON:  You pointed the flow
in that direction (Indicating). Is that towards the
school ?

MR MLLER That's towards -- right
up near ny house.

Are these wells going, to be tested

every year now? | nean, it's flowing right towards

ny house.

M5. G RARD: Yes, they wll.

MR TENERELLA: Again, don't
msinterpret the word "flow'. | nmean, we're talking
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in avery slowrate of novement.

MR MLLER [|'mon the corner.
This is towards the back. | mean, | don't expect
to conme right to ny house.

MR BRUCE: Show us where your house

MR MLLER R ght on the corner of
537 and Jobst own- Jul i ust own Road.

Ms. PIERCE: R ght here
(I'ndicating). Okay. This flowis upstream The
water is noving in this direction (Indicating). It's
not noving in this direction. You' re not
downgr adi ng

MB. G RARD: And there are clean
wells that separate those -- between that.

MR SPEAKER So the water goes this
way and not

M5. PIERCE: It flows in this
direction (Indicating).

M5. STEVENSON:  Wul d you consi der
the know edge on the flow of water an exact science
or are there some variables, |ike water draw can
reverse the way it's flowing and ot her considerations
have to be nade?
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If you have a | arge draw on water,
it can reverse the flowif there is one.

M5. PIERCE: |If you have a very

large local well, very large local well, draw ng
wat er you can have -- it can have a radial inward
flowwi thin a small area around that well. But there

is no incidence of that in this case. And the water
flow is governed by the geology of the area of it.
MR FIDLER And it's a regional
phenonenon.
M5. PIERCE: It's regional, it's not
site rel ated.
MR MLLER Does the state own the
property now?
MR TENERELLA: No
MR MLLER Wo exactly owns it?
MR TENERELLA: The Kauffnan
famly. And | guess there's alien onit for
nonpayment of taxes or something. Basically, it's
the Kauffrman famly.
MR MLLER And then it put into a
sheriff's sale, | guess, or
MR PO NSETT: Pl ease identify
your sel ves so that the lady can get a record.
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Mayor Poi nsett?

MB. FELDSTEIN Ron MIler asked the
initial question.

MR PO NSETT: The Township has a
tax certificate to the property. They didn't pay the
taxes. They filed bankruptcy and it's in the courts.

MR TENERELLA: CQur assunption, from
EPA' s standpoint-as a policy all the tine, as the
sites get cleaned up, and if they're sort of an
abandoned ' property, then it would be put back to
public reuse.

MR PO NSETT: The Township is
interested in -- the state passed the law identifying
t he nuni ci pal governments, that they pick up the
site. Because, quite frankly, they're off the tax
roles. And if the Township residents can get some
use out of the property, it's not a health risk, we
would try to utilize that.

MR TENERELLA: It's certainly one
of our notivations in trying to get cleanups done
qui ckly so--

MR PO NSETT: There's a lien on it
as of right now I'msorry to interrupt you.

M5. RYCHLENSKI : Anynore questions,
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2 comment s.

3 MR FIDLER In the report, Table
4 4-2, if you would like that information, provides the
5 groundwat er MCLs.

6 MR TENERELLA: | just want to

7 obviate. If you would like to conme by after the

8 neeting is formally over and have sone ot her

9 questions that you mght want to inquire of our

10 consultants or the EPA staff, by all means, we'd be
11 happy to talk to you after the formal part of the

12 meeting is over.

13 M5. RYCHLENSKI : Anynore questions
14 or coments? Going once, going twice. Do | see a

15 hand in the back? Ckay. Your nane, please.

16 M5. DORCFACHUK: Jane Dor of achuk.
17 Since the size is not too bad,

18 exactly when is it going to be taken care of ?

19 MR TENERELLA: W are not sure at
20 the noment. It depends on the availability of

21 fundi ng.

22 Because the cost is relatively |ow
23 relative to other sites in the country, if thereis
24 sone noney avail able, say, at the end of this year or
25 early next year that we can get for the site we're
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2 transferring the site to Paol o and Janet there.

3 W' ve already tal ked about a hope to maybe get sone

4 noney to get this particular site cleaned up because

5 it's not going to cost that nuch.

6 But noney is a big question for us
7 now. And the priorities are how -- have heavy health

8 risks sites nationally. So all sites nationally

9 going on this large Priority List now And then they

10 take themoff the top in ternms of risk, in terns of

11 what was funded for cleanup.

12 Kauffman's is going to probably be
13 pretty | ow because the risks are not high. And so it
14 nmay have to wait awhile to get funding for cleanup.

15 W al so have -- Superfund was never
16 re-aut hori zed. The | egislation we worked under was

17 supposed to be re-authorize |last year and this year

18 in those congresses. And because of other

19 l egislation, they haven't gotten to it yet.

20 So it won't happen, now, until the
21 next congress fromthe tine that we are -- it will be
22 anot her year before we get re-authorized with a | ot

23 of new noney, if at all. Depending on what they're

24 gi vi ng.

25 So right noww're in sort of a
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2 continual resolution where congress gives us "X

3 nunber of dollars to operate as much as we can with,

4 but it's not sufficient to do everything. We're in a

5 little bit of a bind for now

6 M5. DORCFACHUK: And i f not hing

7 happens in a year's time or a year and-a-half, to

8 whomshall | wite?

9 MB. RYCHLENSKI : You shoul d exerci se
10 your constitutional right that is given to you by our,
11 forefathers, and | woul d suggest that you get in

12 touch with your elected representative since they're
13 the ones that have the power of the vote on the

14 hills. Make some ruckus. You're a citizen, it's

15 your right.

16 M5. STEVENSON: ['d like to point
17 out a discrepancy between this and the report. And I
18 asked the question earlier about the Navesink and how
19 many peopl e have wells? You said probably, two.

20 This ones says, a well survey

21 perforned within a five-mle radius. No drinking

22 water wells were installed in the Navesink.

23 M5. G RARD: That's correct.

24 M5. STEVENSON: And here it says,
25 sone individual honmeowners nay have placed wells in
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2 t he shal | ow Navesi nk.

3 M5. G RARD: Right. They're not
4 drinking water wells.

5 V5. STEVENSON: Wl |, what are they
6 doing with it?

7 M5. TENERELLA: Irrigation, crop
8 irrigation, or aninmal we're not sure because we

9 weren't able to find--

10 MR . FIDLER There's a inportant
11 distinction to be nade, too. And that is that a well
12 search, where we go to the Departnent of

13 Envi ronnmental Protection and do a search of their

14 records, would only turn up those wells which

15 actually have permts for them And those are

16 wells --

17 The state requires that any well
18 that's dug in the state or drilled, and that's been
19 true for many years, has to have a pernit.

20 There are some wells in

21 the -- very shallow, that are not in those records.
22 And those were turned up through other neans of

23 surveying the area. Ckay.

24 But there is no information on those
25 wel I's that says whether they're in the Navesink or
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2 whet her they go down through the Navesink to sone

3 other -- to the formation bel ow.

4 M5. STEVENSON: It wouldn't be hard
5 for you to find out if they' re shallow wells.

6 Really, that's a shallow well, right?

7 MR TENERELLA: Sure. Sonebody

8 could dig a hole in their back yard, we woul dn't

9 know. And that's a well.

10 M5. STEVENSON: | f you turned up one.
11 that was a older home and it was a question, that

12 shouldn't be that hard to find out.

13 MR TENERELLA: Wl |, because of the
14 nature of the well, as we mentioned before, in this

15 situation, in the shallow aquifer, somebody could dig
16 a shallow well and say, wow, | got free water.

17 That's why people don't want their wells done,

18 because they don't want to -- you know, there's sone
19 charges and stuff sonetines.

20 But let's say they dig, a well,

21 theoretically, and take the water out of the |ower

22 aqui fer, they won't go to drink it. It's

23 undri nkabl e. The animals won't even drink it. Just

24 this particular aquifer is naturally nasty, a high

25 iron content, nuddy.
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2 But the deeper aquifer isn't all

3 that far down either. You don't have to go 200 feet

4 to get drinkable water in this area. So it's a

5 very -- it's not a notivation to steal the water from
6 the I ower aquifer when you can drill a few feet nore

7 and get good, clean water.

8 So that's why we don't see such a
9 problem here, that we're aware of. | nean, soneone

10 could be doing it, but |I don't know why they woul d.
11 It would not be rational to do it, let's put it that
12 way.

13 M5. STEVENSON:  That's ny concern.
14 The persons who might not be aware that they're in a
15 shal | ow aqui fer and are

16 MR TENERELLA: But they woul dn't
17 use it. Wuld you use nuddy, snelly water, even for
18 washi ng?

19 M5. STEVENSON: Is it rmuddy and
20 smel | y? Because sonme of the statenents in your

21 reports indicate that it's possible to be potable.

22 Fromthe report the way it's witten.

23 MR TENERELLA: Potable water -- how
24 do | describe this one. Potable water can have a

25 high iron content. 1It's potable. It's safe to drink
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2 it, but you wouldn't want to drink it because it

3 woul dn't taste right.

4 MS. STEVENSON: You have this with
5 your deep wells. You have a lot of iron in a deep

6 well, but it's good water.

7 MR TENERELLA: Yeah, if it has a
8 filter or whatever. But it's not a dangerous. It's

9 not a public health issue. It's an issue

10 of - -

11 Actual ly, we have sonething called
12 Secondary Aesthetic Levels which includes high iron
13 content, odor, turbidity, things like that, that we
14 can also nonitor for. But it's not a public health
15 threat, it's nore of an aesthetic threat. It's just
16 not pl easant.

17 And that's why, as | say again, in a
18 shal | ow aqui fer like this, when you have accessible
19 drinking water so close belowit, relatively close,
20 that you don't have to go down a hundred feet or so,
21 there's no rational need for anyone to dig a well

22 into that shallow aquifer and none that we are aware
23 of .

24 MB. STEVENSON: |f when you check
25 the area of Springfield Township -- | know for a
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2 fact that there are ol der homes, not necessarily this
3 area, there are shallow wells and they' re using them
4 MR TENERELLA: Site specifically,
5 in looking for things, we could not find them

6 That's all we can say.

7 M5. G RARD: And Ann can

8 answer -- give sone additional information on that at
9 that time.

10 M5. RYCHLENSKI : W went

11 door -t o-door because a | ot of the people that are

12 here in this room M. Bice and Ms. Joan Bai er and
13 Jake Coul ter.

14 In fact, Jake Coulter, we got down
15 under his craw space, and our water sanpler had to
16 hang dowy into the well while | held her feet under
17 his crawl space.

18 And | just know from what we

19 remenber that a | ot of people here conplai ned about
20 the iron taste of their water. A lot of people have
21 softeners. W had to take themoff and take the tap
22 sanpl es.

23 But we did a lot of sanpling in this
24 area. W went all the way around the perineter of

25 the site and did tap sanples. And | don't know of
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2 anybody that was into the shall ow aquifer.

3 And a lot of those were very old
4 hones. | know Joan Baier's hone is old. | know

5 Jake's horme is old. And | don't know of anybody that

6 I was at. And we tried to get to as many peopl e as

7 we could and we really | ooked around the area.

8 M5. GRARD: W also left letters,
9 too. W have people responding to it, asking them

10 how deep their well is; do they drink their the water
11 out of that well; is it a privately dug well?

12 Al of this information that was
13 then returned to us for the people that we didn't

14 contact .

15 M5. RYCHLENSKI: And there was no
16 one that | saw that was into the shallow aquifer, and
17 those included sone very old hones. And that was

18 close to the site, Mnnouth Road, Jobstown-Juliustown
19 Road, Sailor's Pond, that whol e area.

20 MR TENERELLA: Any ot her i nformal
21 questions for the record, comment?

22 (No Response).

23 MR TENERELLA: W certainly -- this
24 does not obviate witten comments, if you'd like,

25 during the comment period. You can send us witten
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2 comrents at any time during the 30-day open conment

3 period. And those will be reviewed and responded to

4 al so, and our Responsiveness Sunmary goes along with

5 the Record of Decision.

6 Thank you all for com ng.

7 M5. RYCHLENSKI : Okay. The only

8 last thing | want to say is, if you didn't sign on

9 the sign-in sheet outside, please do so.

10 Pl ease print | beg with everybody,
11 to please print so | get your nane straight. And

12 al so, put your full address with the zip code.

13 And if you want to do any witten
14 comrent s, nake sure you have one of these to refer

15 to. Ckay.

16 And thanks a |ot.

17 (Wher eupon the neeting was adjour ned
18 at approximately 8:30 p.m)
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